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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, LINCOLN’s INN FIELDs, Lonpon, W.C, 


Whole-world policies in most cases free of charge. 
Policies indisputable and unconditional. 


SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,009 effected under Tables I. and II. 


Age 
at Entry. = - ~~~ a 
Five. | Forty. 


£ . £ 6. 
20 103 191 10 
30 112 211 0 
40 124 232 0 
50 147 278 19 
60 197 10 312 0 


Ss. 
*1,022 0 
*1,167 0 
*1,343 10 


431 0 
464 10 
525 10 
*6i6 10 
*836 10 


| 
= 
} 
| 
| 
| 








EXAMPLE.— A Policy for £1,(00, effected 20 years ago by a person then aged 30, 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per cent. 

In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered, would be more than 
suflicient to extinguish all future premiums, and the Policy-holders would stiil 
be entitled to share in future profits. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tne rirst pay of the Vacation Sittings provided a heavy day’s 
work for Mr. Baron Pottock, who had forty-five cases set down to 
be disposed of. More than half of this number stood over, many 
not being reached, although the court eat from eleven o’clock till 
after five. Thus the list for next week starts with about twenty- 
four cases from this week’s list, and the additions thereto will, of 
course, be numerous. 


A RETURN just published in pursuance of the Judicature Act, 
1875, shewing the receipts and expenditure in respect of the High 
Court of Justice and the Court of Appeal for the year ending the 
8let of March, 1889, contains some instructive figures. Compar- 
ing this return with that made under the Judicature Act, 1373, 
for the year ending the 31st of Marcb, 1879, the same items are 
found in both. Under the head, Fees, &c , received, it appears that 
ten years ago the amount was £387,136, and that in the more 
recent period the amount wss £423,004. Again, as regards ex- 
penditure ; in the return of 1879 the expenditure in the reveral 


divisions of the High Court of Justice was £590,346, while in the | 


return of 1889 the amount is £669,463. It will be seen, there- 
fore, that while the receipts shew an increase of £35,868, the ex- 
penditure shews an increase of £79,117 in the course of the ten 
years. 





Tue Lozp Cuter Justice of England has this year enjoyed an 
unusually large share of patronage in the selection «f revising 
barristers, having had to fiil up three vacancies for London snd 
Middlesex, and two for South London and Surrey. In the latter 
case, where the selection was restricted to members of the South- 
Eastern Circuit, the claims of seniority have been duly regarded, 
one of the appointments having been given to the oldest practising 
member of the Circuit, who has attained a standing of forty-five 





years, snd the other to a barrister of nineteen years’ standing. In 
the case of the Middlesex appointments, which were’ formerly 
understood to be confined to membeis of the Chancery bar, the 
principle of selection is more difficult to understand, as the 
only equity practitioner appointed has just completoi the minimum 
qualification of seven years’ standing, while the two other posts 
have fallen to the lot of a member ef the Western Circuit of eleven 
years’ standing, and of Mr. Frepenicx Cotenmer Mackarness, of the 
Oxford Circuit, whose standing isten years, but who has devoted a 
portion of that period to practice in South Africa. 





Tue Committee of Supply on the Civil Service Estimates closed 
with the usual discussion on the inequality of the labours of county 
court judges in different districts; and the Attorney-General held. 
out some expectations of a redistribution of the county court. 
circuits. This is a measure which appears to be inevitable sooner 
or later, and it would at least be preferable to the other scheme 
suggested, of calling upon judges to act in other districts when- 
ever the pressure of business cails for outside assistance. The 
Attorney-General also hinted at the possibility of a future increase 
of the judges’ salaries, in consideration of more frequent sittinge. 
The increase in the number of remitted actions since the passing of 
the County Courts Act, 1888, hes furnished many of the county 
court judges with a ground for soliciting additional remuneration, 
and this might very feirly be granted in the cases of the courts in 
the metropolis and such places as Liverpool, Manchester, Birming- 
ham, Leeds, and Bristol. The improvement of the pecuniary 
position of the judges would induce men of higher qualifications to 
accept appointments in the large centres of business, and it would 
always be open to the Lord Chancellor to make promotions from the 
rural to the urban circuits. It is to be remembered that most of 
the London judges cost the country little or nothing for travelling 
expenses, so that en increase in their salaries would do little more 
than equalise the expenses of the two classes of judges. 





Orner matters of professional interest were also touched upon in 
discussing the Estimates. Mr. Jennines himself expressed his 
satisfaction with the reductions carried out by the Lord Chancellor 
and the Treasury in connection with the steff of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature, though he appeared anxious to open a fresh 
campaign against the office of the chancery registrars, which 
appeared to him to be “‘ nct of a very important character.” The 
large annuel sums paid to the senior Probate and Divorce registrar 
and to the Admiralty registrar are historical survivals, being largely 
made up of compensations awarded to them thirty-two years ago 
for loss of their income as proctors through the abolition of the 
ecclesiastical courts. Mr. Jenninas’ attack upon the registrars of 
this division, on the ground of their protracted vacations, appears 
to be scarcely well founded, so far as Probate business is concerned, 
since the registrars are responsible throughout the year for the 
whole of the non-contentious business of the court, while their 
duties in hearing summonses, taxing costs, and investigating settle- 
ments, are quite as heavy as those of the mast-rs of the Queen’s 
Bench Division. 





A somEwHAT complicated question in connection with the law of 
Jandlord and tenant arose this week at a metropolitan police court. 
A lodger whose rent was in arrear accepted a bill of exchange 
drawn upon him by the landlord, who handed him receipts for rent 
accruing both before and after the acceptance of the bill; but a 
short time before the bill became due the landlord excluded the 
lodger from his rooms and detained all his effects which were on 
the premises. The lodger thereupon took out a summons against 
the landlord for the detention of his property, but the magistrate 
refused to make any order against the latter, and referred the 
lodger to the county court for redress, the casa being complicated 
by the alleged detention of property which was exempt from 
distress, and the question of the lodger’s right to recover 
damages, whether for trespass or for breach of contract. The 
nearest authority bearing upon the question appears to be Davis 
v. Gyde (2 A. & E. 623), which decided that a promissory note 
given on account of rent due did not, in the absence of an express 
agreement to that effect, operate as an extinguishment of the right 
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of distress ; but in the recent case the position of the parties ap- 
pears to have been changed by the receipts given by the landlord 
for rent both before and after the date of the bill; and it might 
well be argued that those receipts, though not prejudicing any 
rights of the landlord in the event of the dishonour of the bill, 
would have the effect of waiving the right to distrain during its 
currency. The magistrate no doubt exercised a sound discretion 
in dismiesing the case, the complainant, considering the difficulty 
of the questions in issue, not having satisfied the burden of {proof 
as against the person in possession of the property. 





In tne rEcENT case of Izard v. Izard and Leslie (37 W. R. 496, 
14 P. D. 45), Mr. Justice Burr had to deal with a question of 
divorce law which does not appear to have been raised since the 
establishment of the Divorce Court—namely, the right to recover 
damages where the husband and wife are living apart under a 
separation deed executed before the commission of adultery by the 
co-respondent. The separaticn had taken place in consequence of 
the respondent’s relations with the co-respondent, and the petitioner 
tendered evidence to shew acts of adultery before the date of the 
deed. Mr. Justice Burr, however, ruled that this was immaterial, 
so far as regarded the measure of damages; and he directed the 
jury that the deed was no bar to the recovery of damages for sub- 
sequent adultery, though there might be cases in which it would 
have the effect of reducing the damages to a nominal amount. 
Every case of the kind must depend upon its special circumstances, 
and if adultery was committed after the parties had lived apart by 
mutual consent for a considerable time, only small damages could 
be assessed. On the other hand, if the co-respondent had 
been the cause of the separation, the execution of the deed 
could not place him in a more favourable position, even if 
there was no adultery committed before the separation. The 
question of the effect of a separation deed upon a husband’s 
right to recover damages for adultery was raised on several 
occasions in actions for crim. con., but appears never to have been 
definitely settled. Thus in Weedon v. Timbrell (5 T. R, 357) 
the Court of King’s Bench held that no action for crim. con. 
could be brought after a separation, and this view was adopted by 
Axperson, B., in Winter y. Henn (4 C. & P. 499); but in Cham- 
bers v. Oaulfield (6 East, 244) Lord Extennonoven raid that in 
Weedon v. Timbrell the wife was living apart without her 
husband’s permission, and that that case had left the question still 
open whether a separation by deed involved such a renunciation of 
marital rights as to disentitle the plaintiff to damages for the 
seduction of his wife. 


Tue avestion of the right of proof in bankruptcy for unliqui- 
dated dameges was raised before the Queen’s Bench Division in 
Ex parte Stone, In re Giles (37 W. R. 767). After the date of 
the receiving order a debenture-holder in a company, of which the 
bankrupt was a director, obtained a judgment against the Jatter in 
the Chancery Division in respect of misrepresentations contained 
in a prospectus which had induced the plaintiff to invest £200 in de- 
bentures. Both the trustee and the county court judge had rejected 
the proof under section 37 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 
Vict. c. 52), which provides that ‘‘demands in the nature of 
unliquidated damages arising otherwise than by reaton of a con- 
tract, promise, or breach of trust, shall not be provable in bank- 
ruptcy.” The appellant’s counsel contended, first, that his claim 
was within the exception in the section as arising out of a 
‘* promise,” the statements in the prospectus having been equiva- 
lent to promises to future debenture-holders. Secondly, reliance 
was placed upon the dictum of James, L.J., in Lx parte Adamson 
(26 W. R. 890, 8 Ch. D. 807), that ‘‘ proofs have been allowed in 
bankruptcy or fraud, and on the ground of fraud only, where, on 
a mere breach of contract, they would not have been admitted.” 
Jack vy. Kipping (30 W. R. 441, 9Q B.D. 113) was also relied 
upon to shew that fraudulent misrepresentation is not a mere personel 
tort, but a breach of an obligation arising out of a contract. 
Without calling upon the couneel for the trustee, the Divisional 
Court disallowed the proof. Mr. Justice Fretp thought the lan- 
guage of section 37 of the Bankruptcy Act to be perfectly clear, 
the fact that there bad been no contract with the bankrupt himself 








distinguishing the case from Jack v. Kipping. Mr. Justice Cave 
observed that both the cases cited ‘‘ rest on the principle that, if a 
man is guilty of a fraud, and by that means gets into his own 
pocket the money of a person who has been defrauded, that person 
may prove for the amount which has come into the hands of the 
fraudulent party’; but that in the present case the amount 
fraudulently obtained had gone, not into the pockets of the 
directors, but to the company. Hence the unliquidated damages 
did not arise out of “a contract, promise, or breach of trust” 
within the section, and Hx parte Adamson was not an authority. 





Lorp Esner’s absence from the House of Lords during the 
debate on the criminal appeal question is much to bs regretted. 
There are few men capable of stating with so much logical force 
the reasons in favour of the view he takes on that question; and 
his presence might possibly have stimulated the Lord Chancellor to 
a more complete and rational defence of the opposite opinion. Ae 
it is, we have merely the conclusions of two eminent authorities, 
and are left to imagine the grounds on which they are based. Put 
shortly, we should suppose that the main reasons for and against 
the proposed court are the following. It is a straoge anomaly that, 
while an appeal is given in trumpery civil cases, no judicial appeal 
should be allowed on the facts where life or liberty are at stake; 
the application for mercy, which now serves the purpose of an 
appeal, is illogical, inasmuch as it proceeds on the assumption that 
the prieoner is guilty, and is ineffective, inasmuch as the Secretary 
of State, to whom it is made, is unable to take evidence on oath. 
The result of this state of things, it is alleged, is that innocent 
persons are convicted and punished, and that want of confidence in 
the administration of the criminal law is engendered, the effect of 
which is seen in the Maysnrick egitation. In reply to this, while 
the anomaly must be admitted, it may be fairly contended that 
the instances of wrongful conviction are few, and that the 
present informal kind of appeal is more in favour of the appellant 
than the judgment of a court of appeal would be. He has the 
benefit of considerations of mercy, and evidence may be admitted 
which would not be allowed to be given before a court. It is clear, 
moreover, that for one class of wrongful convictions a court of 
appeal would afford no remedy. In some cases the conviction is 
right on the evidence then before the court, and it is only evidence 
subsequently obtained, possibly after the lapse of montbs, that 
shews it to be wrong. Lord Esure has these considerations in 
view when he urges that the Court of Criminal Appeal should have 
the largest discretionary power as to the means of arriving at a con- 
clusion ; that considerations of mercy should not be excluded from 
ita province, and that its decision should not necessarily be final if 
new facts should arise or could be brought forward. In other 
words, the court should be in fact the Home Secretary quintupled. 
But would not this quintupling tend to diminish the feeling of 
grave individual responsibility which at present insures for every 
case of doubt the careful and anxious consideration of that official ? 
And, again, would not the existence of such a court tend to diminish 
the sense of responsibility under which judges and juries at present 
administer the criminal Jaw? It is not probable that either the 
existence of such a court or its most carefully considered decision 
would prevent such a clamour as has been recently raised ; people 
who consider themselves wiser and better informed than Mr. Justice 
Sreruen and the jury who tried Mrs. Maysnicx would be likely to 
entertain the same view with regard to the decision of the five or 
seven judges proposed by Lord Esner. But the objection 
which strikes us as most serious is this: If there is to be a 
formal Court of Appeal, there must be found means for bringing 
and urging before it the appeals of prisoners. How is the poor 
prisoner, who, from his inability to employ eminent counsel and 
experienced solicitors to get up his evidence before the court of first 
instance, is most likely to suffer injustice, to have the means pro- 
vided for getting up and arguing an appeal? Nothing more 
deplorable could be imagined than the institution of a court which 
offered to the guilty wealthy prisoner the means of delaying or 
escaping the penalty of his crime, but sfforded no relief to the 
innocent prisoner destitute of the golden key to the seat of justice. 
There is too much inequality in this respect already in the admin- 
istration of the criminal law, but, at all events, at present there is 
nothing to prevent the pooregt prisoner from obtaining a recon- 


.Sideration of his case by the Hdme Secretary. 
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THE RIGHT TO THE POSSESSION AND 
PRODUCTION OF DEEDS. 
III.—(1) Rieut ro Possesston (continued). 


Cesser of particular estate-——The general rule is that on the 
death of the owner of an estate of inheritance, or on the cesser of 
a particular estate, the freeholder becomes entitled to the deeds 
(Co. Litt. 229a; see 9 Ed. 4, 52, pl. 15); and conversely, that 
when an estate has determined, the person who had that estate 
has no further right to the deeds: see, on the latter point, Philips 
v. Robinson (4 Bing. 106), where a person entitled to an interest 
in land bailed the deeds. It was held that after he had parted with 
his interest he could not recover the deeds from the bailee. 

The following cases are examples of the rule:—Lease to A. for life, 
remainder over; on A.’s death the remainderman is entitled to the 
deeds: Vin. Detinue C. pl. 14, Faits Z. pl. 13, 9 Hen. 6, 54, pl. 39; 
but if the remainder is to several, whichever of them can get the 
deed may keep it: Vin. Faits Z pl. 15. On the death without 
issue of the donee in tail, there being no remainder, the deed 
reverts to the donor: Co. Litt. 229a, Vin. Faits Z. pl. 16. A 
power of revocation in a settlement was exercised ; held, that the 
owner of the inheritance might in equity require the deed to be 
delivered up to be cancelled: 2 Ab. Eq. 284, Gilb. Eq. Rep. 1. 
As to the right of the lord taking by escheat to the deeds, see 
Lord Buckhurst’s case, 1 Rep., at p. 2a. 

It is, perhaps, worth noticing that the lessor is not entitled, on 
the determination of the lease by forfeiture or otherwise, to have 
it delivered up to him: Hall vy. Ball, 3 Man. & Gr. 242; Doe d. 
Egremont v. Pulman, 3 Q. B. 622; Etworthy v. Sandford, 3 
H. & C. 330; and that on judgment for foreclosure against a 
puisne mortgagee, the first mortgagee is not entitled to the deeds 
of subsequent date to his own mortgage affecting the equity of 
redemption: Greene v. Foster, 22 Ch. D. 566. 

Performance of condition.—If a purchase deed is delivered as an 
escrow, to take effect on the payment of the purchase-money, and 
the vendor pledges the title deeds, on payment of the residue of 
the purchase-money the purchaser is entitled to the deeds: Hooper 
v. Ramsbottom (6 Taunt. 12). 

Action for the recovery of deeds.—Since the Judicature Act, 
1873, came into operation, any division of the High Court has 
jurisdiction, on the application of the legal owner of title deeds, to 
have them given up to him by a person who has no right to them: 
Re Cooper, Cooper v. Vesey (20 Ch. D. 611). 

Purchaser for value without notice.—Sometimes it happens that 
the deeds get into the hands of a purchaser for value without 
notice of the title of the owner of the land, and the question 
arises, Can the holder of the deeds successfully resist an applica- 
tion by the latter for delivery up of the deeds? After some 
on the following principles appear to have been estab- 

ished :— 

First.—It is a rule without exception ‘that from a purchaser 
for value without notice the court takes nothing away that that 
purchaser bas honestly acquired. If the purchaser has got posses- 
sion of a piece of parchment or of property or of anything else that 
he thought he was getting honestly, the court has ro right to 
interfere with him”: per James, L.J., Heath v. Crealock (L. R. 10 
Ch., at p. 33). In accordance with this rule, where the sole object 
of the suit was the recovery of the title deeds, the court refused to 
take them from a purchaser for value without notice: Wallwyn v. 
Lee (9 Ves. 24), and generally where there is a conflict for priority 

a purchaser for value of the deeds without notice whose security is 
postponed will not be forced to give up the title deeds to the 
person who establishes his priority: Waldy v. Gray (L. R. 20 Eq 
238), Thorpe v. Holdsworth (L. R. 7 Eq. 139), Hunt v. Elmey (2 
De G. F. & Jo. 578), see Joyce v. De Moleyns (2 Jo. & Lat. 
374). 

Secondly.—“‘ There are some cases where, owing to the fund 
being in court, as in Stackhouse v. Jersey (1 J. & H. 721), or in 
consequence of the legal estate being outstanding in a trustee, and 
the beneficial interest being claimed by several adverse, but equally 
innocent, purchasers for value without notice, the court is called 
upon to decide, and does declare, the right to the fund or estate in 
question. In such cases the court is necessarily called upon to make, 
and does make, a decree against some one or more of such purchasers 


Chichester, 2 Dr. & War. 402) ‘it is clearly settled that the right 
to the estate confers the right to the possession of the 
title deeds,’ such a decree wou'd be obviouely incomplete in a * 
material particular if, while declaring the plaintiff to be abso- 
lutely entitled to the whole beneficial interest in the estate, 
it left the title deeds in the possession of one of the defendants 
claiming to hold them under an adverse title that the 
decree declared to have no valid foundation”: per Lord Haruen- 
LEY, C., Newton v. Newton (L. R. 4 Ch, at p. 145); see Joyce v. 
De Moleyns (2 Jo. & Lat. 374), Frazer v. Jones (5 Ha. 475). This 
branch of the rule is applied to cases in which the person holding - 
the deeds has acquired them on the occasion of his apparently pur- 
chasing some interest in the property from the holder of the deeds, 
and it turns out in the event that his conveyance vested no interest 
in the property in him. In this case, if the true owner of the pro- 
perty successfully shews his right to the property, the court is 
bound to give effect to his title and to order the deeds to be given 
up to him: Re Cooper, Oooper v. Cooper (20 Ch. D. 611), Cottam 
v. Eastern Counties Railway Co. (1 Jo. & Hem. 243). If the 
holder of the deeds bas a deed purporting to be a mortgage to him, 
which fails in effect owing to the mortgagor having had no interest 
in the property, he will net be forced to give up that deed if it 
contains a covenant for payment of the mottgage-money: Opie v. 
Godolphin (Finch Pre. Ch. 548; s.c. 2 Eq. Abr. 284). 

Trustees. —As between trustees taking the legal estate and their 
cestui que trusts the rules appear to be as follows :— 

(1) Where the trustees have active duties to perform, and the 
deeds are delivered to them, they have the right (Garner 
v. Hannyngton, 22 Beav. 630), and it is their duty (Hvans 
v. Bicknell (6 Ves. 174), to retain them for the benefit of 
all persons interested. 

(2) Where the trustees have no active duties to perform, and 
the deeds are in the custody of the equitable tenant for 
life, he may retain them: TZaylor v. Sparrow (4 Gif. 
703). In Denton v. Denton (7 Beav. 388), where the 
tenant for life had cut timber improperly, he had to bring 
the deeds into court. 

(3) Where the state of the title was such that the tenant for 
life could not, by suppressing the settlement, commit a 
fraud, the deeds were delivered out of court to him: 
Langdale v. Briggs (8 De G. M. & G. 391). 

It-should also be mentioned that, as between themselves, trustees 
are at liberty to leave the deeds in their joint possession in the 
actual custody of any one of them: Cottam v. Hastern Counties 
Railway Co. (1 Jo. & Hem. 243). 

It used to be thought that the grantees to uses had the right to 
the possession of the deeds: Estofte v. Vaughan (Dy. 277a, pl. 
58); see the cases collected in Jenkin vy. Peace (6 Mee. & W. 
722); but this is not now law: Reece v. Trye (1 De G. & Sm. 
273), Onslow v. Londesborough (10 Ha. 67). 

Termor and Annuitant.—A termor or annuitant is not entitled 
as between himeelf and the freeholder, in the absence of express 
grant, to the possession of the deeds relating to the freehold. This 
rule has been applied as between an owner in fee simple and the 
owner of a rent-charge: Whitfield v. Fausset (1 Ves. sen. 387) ; as 
between an annuitant whose annuity was secured by a term and a 
subsequent mortgagee of the fee: Z/arper v. Faulder (4 Mad. 129) ; 
as between the tenant for life and the trustees of a portions term : 
Webb v. Lymington, Webb v. Webb (1 E1. 8, 1 Dic. 298, 8 Ves. 
322); as between the tenant for lifeand the mortgagees of a term : 
Hotham v. Somerville (5 Beav. 360) ; as between a mortgagee by 
demise and a subsequent mortgage of the fee effected by deposit of 
deeds: Wiseman v. Westland (1 Y. & J. 117). 

On the other hand, the assign of the termor is entitled to the 
deeds relating to the term in the possession of the assignor : Hooper 
v. Ramsbottom (6 Taunt. 12) ; and, where he is a mortgagee, to a 
renewed lease taken by the mortgegor: Smith v. Ohichester (2 
Dru. & War. 393). 

Gifts of deeds.—“' If the feoffee granteth the deed to the feoffor, 
such grant shall be good, and then the deed and the property 
thereof belongeth to the feoffor. . A man may give or 
grant his deed to another, and such a grant by paroll is good... . 
If a man hath an obligation, though he cannot grant the thing in 
action, yet he may give or grant the deed—viz., the parchment 
and wax—to another, who may cancel and use the same at his 





for value, but as (in the language of Lord St. Lzonaxps in Smith vy. 


pleasure”: Co. Litt. 232a, b (see 9 Ed. 4, 53, pl. 15). A tenant 





684 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Aug, 24, 1889. 








in tail cannot give the land itself from his issue, no more can he 
give the deed of entail. But if a tenant in fee simple gives the 
tharters of his land, and dies, so that it descends to his heir, yet 
he hath not any remedy for the charters: per Gawpy, J., Kelsack 
v. Nicholson (Cro. El. 478, 496). 

Where a bond or policy on life is given and actually handed over 
to the donee, the policy or bond itself passes, but not the money 
secured by it: Kelsack v. Nicholson (Cro. El. 496), Rummens v. 
Hare (1 Ex. D. 169), Barton v. Gainer (3 H. & N. 387), Howes 
v. Prudential Assurance Co. (49 L. T. N. 8. 133), Edwards v. 
Jones (1 My. & Cr. 226). 

Miscellaneous cases.— Where the vendor of leaseholds delivered 
the lease to the purchaser that he might frame an assignment of it, 
and the latter declined to pay the purchase-money or to accept an 
assignment, it was held that the vendor could recover the lease: 
Parry v. Frame (2 Bos. & Pul. 451). 

On the contract for the sale of land, the title and abstract to be 
made at the vendor’s expense, the purchaser is entitled to the 
custody of the abstract until the contract is determined, in which 
case it reverts to the vendor, or is completed, in which case it 
becomes the property of the purchaser: Roberts v. Wyatt (2 Taun. 
268). 

Drcapitulation—Firtt, the right to the possession of title deeds 
is a legal right annexed to the ownership of the land. Secondly, 
the freeholder in possession has the right to the possession of the 
title deeds subject to the following exceptions : 

(1) Where they have been given to a stranger by a person 
seised in fee. 

(2) Where, on the creation of a life estate, they are delivered 
to the remainderman. 

(3) They may be ordered into court 

(a) Whore the tenant for life has been guilty of such 
misconduct that the safety of the deeds is en- 
dangered. 

(6) Where it is necessary for the court to take charge 
of the deeds for the purpose of administering the 
property. In this case they will be delivered out 
when the object of the proceedings is accom- 
plished. 

‘Thirdly.—As between tenants in common, &c., whoever obtains 
possession of the deeds is entitled to hold them. 

Fourthly.—A mortgagee, as such, is not entitled, as between 
himeelf and the persons entitled to the equity of redemption, to the 
deeds, unless they are delivered to him, or unless the mortgage 
contains a grant of the deeds. If the mortgage is made by deed 
after 1881 he is entitled to the deeds as against the mortgagor. 

Fifthly—On the determination of a particular estate, or the 
performance of a condition, the person who becomessthe freeholder 
is entitled to the possession of the deeds. 

Sixthly.—A purchaser for value without notice, who obtains 

ssession of the deeds, has a right to retain them if he has any 
loterest, however small, in the property. 

Seventhly.—Trustees taking the legal estate have, as between 
themeelves and the equitable tenant for life, the right to retain the 
deeds if, and only if, they have any active duties to perform. 








HOW TO PREPARE A DEBTOR’S STATEMENT OF 
AFFAIRS IN BANKRUPTCY. 
INTRODUCTORY—UNSECURED CREDITORS, 


WHEN a receiving order is made the debtor must attend upon the 
official receiver in bankruptcy. A preliminary examination of his 
affairs is then made, in which the debtor’s answers are written down 
by an examiner and aftérwards signed by the debtor. The debtor is 
then supplied with a number of forms, in duplicate, upon which he is 
instructed to file his ‘statement of affairs.” This statement of 
affairs must be filed in duplicate, the court copy being verified by 
oath or declaration, the fee for which (1s. 6d.) is paid by affixing a 
bankruptcy stamp for that amount if sworn before a court official. 
This stamp can be purchased at the post office near the court. The 
etatutory time allowed for filing the ‘‘ statement” is within three 
days from the date of the receiving order in the case of a debtor’s 
petition, and within seven days from the same date if the receiving 
order is made on the petition of a creditor. When necessary, an 
extension of time may be obtained by application to the Receiver. 

The forms supplied are generally well adapted for the purpose, and 





sufficiently intelligible to anyone having a fair knowledge of com- 
mercial accounts, especially if he would carefully read the various 
headings and notes they contain and think about what he is doing. 
This last, however, the average debtor appears to be unable or 
unwilling to do, and the first effect of the forms upon a large number 
of debtcrs is to fill them with confusion and dismay. Thereupon 
they declare that it is quite impossible for them to do what is 
required. The “instruction” given with the forms is necessarily of 
a brief and general description, and the debtor often departs in a 
hopeless state of mind, with a vague sense that something must be 
done which he does not understand, but also feeling that his solicitor 
ought to assist him. In important cases the Official Receiver may, on 
application by the debtor, allow a fee out of the estate to an account- 
ant for preparing the statement of affairs, but in most of the smaller 
cases the debtor expects his solicitor to put his statement into order for 
him. This every solicitor’s clerk might easily do by attending to the 
following instructions. 


The official forms consist of ten sheets or lists, named after the first 
letters of the alphabet—A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, J, K, and a “front 
sheet” to which the totals of the sheets A to J are carried and 
balanced. A complete set thus comprises eleven sheets or lists, in 
duplicate twenty-two. It is seldom, however, that a debtor’s state- 
ment of affairs requires a complete set of lists, and only one of each 
list. Every case requires a front sheet for each copy of the state- 
ment, but the need for other lists varies according to the number of 
creditors and debtors, and the nature of the liabilities and assets to be 
set out. Usually the lists A (Unsecured Creditors), G (Property), and 
H (Book Debts) are in most request, and in issuing the official forms 
those only (buc¢ sufficient of each kind) are given as the circum- 
stances of the case seem to require. To avoid filing blank forms, and 
to explain the absence of forms which otherwise would be 
returned blank or simply marked ‘‘Nil,” a List L is usually issued, 
which takes the place of three or four of the other lists not required. 

As already stated, the official forms are generally well adapted for 
the purpose, but there are several points of detail in which they 
might be improved with a view to making the notes and instructions 
more clear to the debtors having little technical knowledge. But 
even revised forms cannot dispense with intelligence in ascertaining 
and setting out the debtoz’s statement of his affairs at the date of his 
receiving order. In many cases the books of account are more or 
less defective. In some cases there are no books of any kind. In 
such cases the lists of liabilities and assets, and the explanation of his 
deficiency account, must be compiled from invoices, receipts, unpaid 
bills, and such information as can be furnished verbally by the debtor. 
It is always desirable to make out a draft in the first instance before 
making the official copies. The Receiver does not furnish forms for a 
draft copy, but extra forms can always be purchased at any law 
stationer’s. In getting together the materials it is usually as well to 
assume that the debtor has every possible kind of liability and asset, 
and to proceed on that assumption, asking all sorts of questions. 
Debtors often require pumping. It is proverbial that their memories 
are short. However defective the books may be, they should always 
be carefully examined. They may not supply accurate information, 
but they often give hints as to the line further inquiries should take, 
and lead gradually toa more or less reasonable explanation of the 
debtor's affairs. All books of account must be delivered to the 
Official Receiver when the ‘‘ statement” is filed. If the debtor has 
no books a statement to that effect should be made on the deficiency 
account. Begin, first, with list A (Unsecured Creditors), and make a 
complete list of all creditors without security. Divide this list of 
names into two classes, putting the creditors for £10 and upwards in 
one list, and the creditors under £10 in a second, or at the end of the 
first. Then arrange each class of creditors in alphabetical order, 
numbering each creditor consecutively from 1, 2, 3, 4, and so on 
upwards, so that the number of the last name on the class of small 
creditors (under £10) will shew the total number of unsecured 
creditors of the estate. Where the debtor hasa contra account against 
his creditor the amount of both claims should be shewn, and only the 
balance due to the creditor carried into the ‘‘amount of debt’”’ 
column. The dates and amounts of any bills of exchange and 
promissory notes held by a creditor should be inserted immediately 
below the name and address of such creditor. The dates, month 
and year or period, during which the various debts were contracted 
should be stated in their proper columns. The consideration 
received for the debt should not be stated in too general terms. 
‘‘Goods supplied” is a usual phrase, and sufficient in most cases as 
regards trade debts, but when the ‘‘ goods supplied’’ are for house- 
hold or personal use that should be indicated by the use of some 
word shewing the nature of the goods. Debts for money lent should 
shew if interest on the loan is also included, especially if the interest 
due forms alarge percentage of thesum stated. Medical attendance, 
law costs, or services rendered of any kind which cannot be traced as 
an asset amongst the debtor’s effects should always be clearly stated. 
Such items, including interest charges, form part of the explanation 
of the deficiency, the sums due in this way being usually of no valu- 
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able consideration as regards trading purposes or accounts. In the | 




















case of damages and costs in an action at law it is desirable to briefly 
state the style and nature of such action, such as ‘‘ Jones v. Dull 
(libel).”” When all the unsecured creditors are thus set out in proper 
order, add up the money column, shewing total at foot, and carry- 
ing the same from foot of first list to top of second, and so on 
successively, the final total of the A lists being also carried to 
the front sheet, and there inserted as the first item on the liabilities 
side. 

The following suppositious list A in John Bull’s statement 
of affairs will help to illustrate the several points referred to 
above :— 
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According to Kemp's Mercantile Gazette, the number of failures in Eng- 
land and Wales gazetted during the week ending August 17 was79. ‘The 
number in the corresponding week of last year was 97, shewing a decrease 
of 18, being a net decrease in 1889 to date of 132. 





CASES OF THE LAST SITTINGS. 


Court of Appeal, 


THE BUTE DOCKS CO. v. THE MERTHYR TYDFIL GAS 00.—No. 1, 
3rd August. 


InsuncTion — River — “ INTERFERENCE WITH THE DUE FLOW’ — Rivsns 
Po.tvtion Pravention Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vicr. c. 75), 8. 2, 


This case raised an important question under the Rivers Pollution Pree 
vention Act, 1876, and was an appeal by the Bute Docks Oo. from a deci- 
sion of Lord Ooleridge, U.J., at the trial at the Monmouthshire Assizes, refus- 
ing to grant a summary order for the defendants to abstain from allowing 
cinders and other solid matters from their works to be put into the River 
Taff. The plaintiffs are the owners of docks at Cardiff, and have an 
excavated channel from the waters of the Bristol Channel at the point 
where the River Taff flows into it, which has to be kept to a certain 
depth by dredging and other artificial means in order that ships which 
avail themselves of the docks may have access from the Bristol Channel. 
It was alleged that this channel, in addition to the natural filling up, had 
been obstructed more than otherwise would have been the case by solid 
lumps of coal, cinders, and other matters which were not the natural 
result of the River Taff flowing in there, and the case of the plaintiffs was 
that a large and appreciable quantity of the things so found was caused 
by the defendants, who were the en of the gas works at Merthyr 
Tydfil, which was about twenty-eight miles up the river. The action 
was brought under section 2 of the Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1876, 
which provides that ‘‘every person who puts, or causes to be put or to 
fall, or knowingly permits to be put or to fall, or to be carried into any 
stream, so as, either singly or in combination with other similar acts of 
the same or any other person, to interfere with its due flow, or to pol- 
lute its waters, the solid refuse of any manufactory, manufacturing pro- 
cess, or quarry, or any rubbish or cinders, or any other waste, or any 
putrid solid matter, shall be deemed to have committed an offence against 
this Act’’; and it was contended that the defendants had brought them- 
selves within the Act in respect of the River Taff in that they had inter- 
fered with its due flow. It was proved that certain solid refuse was 
placed outside the wall of the defendants’ works, which were on the 
banks of the river, and that when there was a flood some of it, to the 
estimated amount of about one hundred tons a year, was washed away, 
and it was alleged that the owners of other works on the river allowed 
the same thing to be done. Lord Ooleridge, O.J., gave judgment for 
the defendants, and the plaintiffs appealed. 

Tus Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Linpiey and Bowan, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. Lord Esuer, said that what was complained of in the case 
was an interference with the flow of the parliamentary stream by the 
defendants. It was proved that the defendants put the matter com- 
plained of into the bed of the river. by 4 did not throw it into the 
water, but they threw it into the bed of the river which was . It 
was true that at high flood the things might go into the water, but it 
must not be taken that all which was said to have been thrown in was 
thrown in while the water was at flood. If they were thrown ia where 
there was no water the whole would not be carried away at once, and as 
one of the witnesses had stated one flood took part and a su flood 
a further part. The whole was never taken down the river or si in 
the way of the river at one time. Other people were doing the same thing, 
and the question had been asked, Did what the defendants were alleged 
to have done appreciably add to what others did? It was necessary, 
first, to consider whether what they all did appreciably interfered with the 
flow of the river in that stream. The evidence shewed that the water 
flowed over weirs, and that as much water flowed now as used to be the 
case. Therefore the quantity of the water had not been interfered with. 
Nor could it be said that the velocity was diminished or increased. It 
might be that to the extent of a mathematical calculation the water 
by reason of what was in it, did not go quite so quickly, but the Lord 
Chief Justice had to decide practically, and he decided that it did not go 
with less velocity or less quantity in the stream. There would have been 
an interference with the flow if it had been made to flow in a different 
course, but there was no evidence of any such thing, and if neither the 
velocity, nor the quantity, nor the course was interfered with it was im- 
possible to say that the water in the parliamentary stream was interfered 
with. It was not necessary to have the water in exactly the same 
state as it was before, aud that was not the meaning of the statute, 
The words ‘‘interfere with its due flow’? meant interfering with the 
quantity, or velocity, or course of the stream. Linpiry, L.J., con- 
curred, and said that the shoal of which the plaintiffs complained 
was doubtless a nuisance to them, but it was necessary to look at the 
action in a legal view. The action was based on a particular statute, and 
must be governed by the true construction of that statute. It was obvious 
that the Act of Parliament was framed and put into language which fell 
far short of prohibiting people from putting things into rivers. It pro- 
hibited putting anything into any stream so as to interfere with its due 
flow. It was impossible to put any solid matter into the stream without 
interfering with its flow in some theoretical way, but that was not what 
was meant, and it must be so as to interfere with its due flow. In the 
present case the plaintiffs did not appear to complain so much of oe 
with the flow of the stream as of putting the things into the stream, wh 
was not an offence against the Act at all. Bowzn, L J., concurred.— 
Counszt, Jelf, QO., and A. T. Lawrence; Bosanqust, Q.0., Spokes, and 
Shaw. Soxicrrors, Torr § Co., for Corbett, Oardiff ; Bell, Brodrick, § Oo., 


for Lenton § Co., Oardiff, 
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' OVERY v. OVERY—No. 2, 7th August, 


Husnanp axp Wire—Jupicrat Seraration Suir ny Wire—Cvustopy or 
Curipren—20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, 8. 35—22 & 23 Vicr. c. 61,5. 4. 

The question in this case was, whether, after an order for judicial separa- 
tion had been obtained by a wife, on the ground of the iiusband’s cruelty, 
the custody of the children of the marriage ought to be given to the hus- 
band or to the wife. There were five children, the eldest being a boy aged 
nine. Butt, J., gave the custody of the three elder children to the father, 
and of the two younger to the mother. The mother had an income of her 

“own of about £600 a year; the father, who was a clergyman, had only the 
income of his living, which was about £170 a year, with the vicarage-house 
and some glebe. Section 35 of the Divorce Court Act of 1857 provides 
that ‘‘in any suit or other proceeding for obtaining a judicial separation, 
the court may make such provision in the final decree as it may deem just 
and proper with respect to the custcdy, maintenance, and education of the 
children the marriage of whose parents is the subject of such suit or other 
proceeding.’’ By section 4 of the Act 22 & 23 Vict. c. 61 this power was 
extended so as to enable the court to make orders with respect to the 
custody of children after a final decree of judicial separation. 

Tuer Court (Corron, Fry, and Lorszs, L JJ.) held that the custody of all 
the children ought to be given to the mother. Corron, L J., said that the 
question was, what was ‘‘just and proper’’ as regarded the children? 
Butt, J., had found that the husband bad been guilty of such acts as re- 
quired him to make a decree for judicial separation at the suit of the wife, 
though he thought the wife had not been entirely free from blame. His 
lordship did not rely on the ordinary rule of the Divorce Court to give the 
custody of the children to the innocent party, though that must not be 
disregarded. In the present case the husband was a man of small means; 
the wife was in a much better worldly position. With one exception, 
nothing had been said against the wife’s performance of her duty as a 
mother towards her children, and that exception was not a material one. 
A great many charges had been made against the husband which he 
had not answered, and, looking at the evidence given at the trial, 
there was, at any rate, a doubt whether he was a proper person to 
have the custody of children. The rule was laid down by Lord Sel- 
borne in Symington v. Symington (L. R. 2 Sc. & Div. 415), when, 
——— of the custody of some boys, he said:—‘‘I do not think that 
the right of the father or the right of the mother stands in a position 
which can make it otherwise than proper for your lordships to turn the 
balance by having regard to the interest of the children.” In his lord- 
ship’s opinion it would be for the welfare of the children in a temporal point 
of view that they should be under the care of the mother, and nothing had 
been shewn against her. The order of Butt, J., must be varied by giving 
the custody of the three elder children to the mother. Fry, LJ., said that, 
in considering what order it would be ‘‘ just and proper’ to make, the 
court should have regard primarily to the welfare of the children, though 
it should have regard aleo to the interest and the conduct of the father 
and mother. In the present case the mother had offended far less than 
the father. The most which could be said against her was that she was 
an irritating woman. On the evidence his lordship thought that it 
would be far better for the children to be in the custody of their mother. 
Lorrs, L.J., concurred. He thought that the interest of the children 
should be paramount with the court, In the present case there was no 
evidence of unfitness on the part of the mother to have the custody of the 

i . There was evidence that she was a kind and judicious mother, 
and the only charge made against her was of a very trivial nature. She 
was compelled to obtain a judicial separation by the cruelty of her hus- 
band. Ife was shewn to be a man of violent temper, and it was not un- 
likely that a man who had been cruel to his wife would be cruel to his 
children. Evidence was given at the trial that he had been cruel to the 
children, and he appeared not to have denied the charge. Evidence was 
afterwards given, on the application for the custody of the children, 
which, if true (his lordship hoped it was not), proved that he had been 
guilty of brutal cruelty to his children. He had not chosen to contradict 
this charge. His lordship was of opinion that the mother ought to have 
the custody of the children.—Counsgt, Sir E. Clarke, 8.G., and Middleion ; 
Inderwick, Q.0., and Bargrave Deane. Soutctrors, Rooks § Co.; W. C. 
Cripps § Son. 


JOHNSON v. LINDSAY—No 2, 9th August. 


Master anp Sgervant—NeGiicence—Insurny To ServaANT—LIABILITY OF 
Master—‘' Common Empitoyment’’—Act or Svuxn-Oonrracror’s Ssr- 
* -VANT. 


In this case an important question was raised as to the extent and 
operation of the doctrine of ‘‘common employment’’ in relation to an 
accidental injury to a workman. The action was brought by a work- 
man to recover damages for personal injuries which he had sustained 
through the alleged negligence of the defendants’ workmen. The 
defendants pleaded that the plaintiff was, at the time of his accident, a 
fellow-servant and engaged in one common service with the defendants’ ser- 
vants, who were competent workmen, and that, therefore, the defendants 
were not liable for the plaintiff's injuries. Upon these pleas issue was 
joined. The plaintiff was engaged at work upon a house which his employers, 
Messrs. Higgs & Hill, builders and contractors, were building. At the 
same time Messrs. Lindsay & Co., ironfounders, were engaged in fitting a 
fireproof flooring upon the seventh storey of the house. There was to be 
a platform at the top of the building for the purpose of drying clothes, 
and this part of the work was to be executed by Lindsay & Co. Higgs & 
Hill contracted for the whole work, but it was agreed that out of the 
contract price they should provide a sum of £213 tobe paid to Lindsay & 
Oo., “or any other firm approved of by the architect,’”’ for this particula 








part of the work. For the purposes of this work Lindsay & Co. required 
concrete, which they hoisted up in an iron pail attached to a rope or 
chain, working on an overhead gib and wheel. The plaintiff, in the 
course of his work on the ground floor, had occasion to pass nnderneath 
this wheel, and, while he was doing so, the pail, in its descent, came in 
contact with the scaffolding, the hook by which the pail was secured be- 
came detached, and the pail fell upon his back, causiug him serious in- 
juries. The jury found for the plaintiff, with £52 10s. damages, and 
Grantham, J., gave judgment accordingly. A divisional court (Pollock, B., 
and Manisty, J.) set aside the verdict, and entered judgment for the 
defendants, holding that the case was governed by Wiggett v. Fox (11 
Ex. 832), and that the doctrine of common employment applied. 

Tue Oourt (Corron, Fry, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) (Fry, LJ., dissenting) 
affirmed the decision. Lorrs, L.J. (who delivered the judgment of him- 
self and Co1ron, L.J.) said:—The plaintiff was employed by Higgs & 
Hill. The man whose negligence caused the injury was directly employed 
by the defendants. The question ie, whether the plaintiff has a cause of 
action against the defendants as the masters of the man who caused the 
injury. This entirely depends on the relative position of the injuring and 
injured man. Higgs & Hill had contracted for the who'e work of im- 
proving and altering certain dwelling-houses under the supervision of an 
architect. A certain portion of this work was of a special and definite 
kind, which was to be done under a special clause in the contract. The 
architect was to select the persons to do this work. Higgs & Hill were to 
allow the persons so selected the use of their scaffolding, and were to 
provide them with any needful attendants for the carrying out of the work, 
and were to work with them as might be necessary for the due despatch of 
their work. The work was to be carried out in accordance with a specifi- 
cation and instructions to be forwarded by the architect to Higgs & Hill. 
The architect selected the defendants, and obtained an estimate for the 
work from them for £213, which estimate was duly forwarded to Higgs 
& Hill. This sum was included in the contract of Higgs & Hill, and was 
to be paid by them. It was admitted that the man who caused the injury 
had been selected with reasonable care, and that all the materials 
and resources were adequate and proper. In these circumstances we 
are of opinion that the defendants became sub-contractors under Higgs 
& Hill, and were, together with the men directly employed by them, 
in the employment of and under the general control of Higgs & Hill, 
working together for one common object—i.e., the carrying out of Higgs 
& Hill’s contract, and taking upon themselves all the risks naturally 
incident to the work they had undertaken. Higgs & Hill were the 
common masters of the injuring and injured man ; both men were in their 
employment, both were engaged at the time of the injury in performing 
an operation included in Higgs & Hill’s contract, for which Higgs 
& Hill were to receive payment, and both, the one directly and the 
other indirectly, were paid by them. This case comes within the decision 
in Wiggett v. Fox. In that case the defendants had contracted with the 
Crystal Palace Co. to erect two towers. They themselves supplied 
materials, scaffolding, and tools, but engaged one Moss as a pieceworker, 
who employed Wiggett and others as workmen under him. Whilst 
Wiggett was engaged at his work, one of Fox & Co.’s own workmen let 
fall a heavy tool from the top of one of the towers and killed him. It was 
held that Fox & Co. were not liable. Alderson, B., said:—‘‘ Here both 
the servants were at the time of the injury engaged in doing the common 
work of the contractors, the defendants, and we think that the sub-con- 
tractor and all his servants must be considered as being for this purpose 
the servants of the defendants whilst engaged in doing work, each 
devoting his attention to the work necessary for the completion of the 
whole, and working together for that purpose. . . . If we were to hold 
the defendants liable, we should be obliged to hold that every contractor, 
where various tradesmen, bricklayers, plumbers, and the like are 
employed to build a house, would be liable for all accidents, &c., inter se, 
to the various workmen so employed in the common object, and it is 
difficult to see that it could stop there; possibly the common employer of 
them all might be made liable in such cases.’”” Wiggett v. Fox is the 
converse of the present case, but it appears to us to involve the same prin- 
ciple. It has never been overruled, but it has been commented on by 
Channell, B., and Martin, B., in Abraham v. Reynolds (5 H. & N. 143). 
The defendauts in that case were cotton brokers, and the plaintiff was the 
servant of Jump & Son, who had contracted to do all the defendants’ 
carting. The plaintiff was sent by Jump & Son with a lorry, to fetch 
cotton for the defendants from the warehouse of a third person. The 
cotton was lowered by the defendants’ servants into the lorry, and there 
received by the plaintiff. Owing to their negligence a bale fell upon and 
injured him. It was held by the Oourt of Exchequer that, as he was not 
under the control of the defendants, he was entitled to recover damages 
from them, although he was engaged in a common operation with their 
servants. It is to be observed that it is not, and could not be, suggested 
that the defendants were the common masters of the injuring and injured 
man, nor were they both in any sense paid by the defendants. The work 
was joint, but the employment was different. Channell, B.,and Martin, B., 
say they assented to the judgment in Wiggett v. Fox, because they thought 
Fox & Co. had control over Wiggett. Having regard to the facts of the 
case which they were deciding, we think they must have meant, because 
they thought that the relation of master and servant existed between 
Wiggett and Fox & Oo. There is, therefore, a material distinction between 
Abraham v. Reynolds and the present case. We know of no case where it 
has been held that a man is liable for an injury caused by his servant, 
when the man doing the injury and the injured man are to be considered 
as employed in doing work for another whois the common master of both. 
The principle of common employment has been carried much further in 4 
recent Scotch case— Woodhead v. Gartness, §c., Co. (4 Rep. 469 Sc.)—where 
it was held, that all persons engaged upon the same work, whether in the 
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game service or not, had taken the risks of the work upon themselves, and 
had no remedy for anything but the personal negligence of those co- 
operating in the work. The English authorities do not go so far as this, 
and for the purpose of the present case it is unnecessary to go so far, as we 
think there was not only co-operation in the work, but a common master 
and acommon employment. Fry, L.J., differed. He said that the first 
uestion was whether Lindsay & Co. were sub-contractors to Higgs & Hill. 
He thought that they were not. The architect who was superintending 
the erection of the building entered into a contract with Higgs & Hill for 
the erection of the premises, That contract nowhere provided that Higgs 
& Hill should do the whole of the work, nor that they should do this 
particular work, for which an estimate had previously been obtained 
from the defendants. In his lordship’s opinion Lindsay & Co. were inde- 
pendent contractors for that part of the work. But, supposing that they 
were sub-contractors, the further question arose whether Higgs & Hill 
had any control over that part of the work and the workmen who were 
doing it. The burden of proving that there was any such control rested 
upon the defendants, but there was no evidence to shew that Higgs & Hill 
had any right to control the execution of this part of the work, there was 
nothing to shew that they had any power to dismiss the men, or that they 
were under any liability to pay them, and the probabilities of the case 
were strong against this. Whether Lindsay & Co. were sub-contractors 
or not, they had undertaken to do this work, and they were responsible 
for doing it rightly. They were specialists, and they employed their own 
skilled men. The notion that they should submit to the control of a firm 
of general builders was not one which commended itself to his lordship’s 
miod. In his opinion Higgs & Hill had no control over Lindsay & Co.’s 
workmen. With regard to the law applicable to the facts his lordship 
felt himself in a position of considerable difficulty, There were cases 
binding on this court which laid down certain principles of law with 
sufficient clearnees ; but there were other cases which iaid down principles 
which, if fally developed, would be inconsistent with the principles by 
which his lordship thought he was bound. MWiggett v. Fox, as explained 
by Abraham v. Reynolds, Rourke v. White Moss Coiliery Co. (2 C. P. VD. 205), 
and Swainson v. North-Eastern Railway Co. (3 Ex. D. 341), proceeded on 
this—that the control of the principal employer over the work and the 
workmen was the test for ascertaining whether the master was liable or 
not. In Rourke v. White Moss Colliery Co. Cockburn, C.J., expressed the view 
that Wiggett v. Fox could only be maintained on that principle, and in 
Swainson v. North- Eastern Railway Co., a decision of this court, two of the 
Lords Justices took the same view. His lordship, therefore, came to the 
conclusion upon the authorities that in the present case the defence of 
common employment could not be maintained. But Warburton v. Great 
Western Railway Co. (L. R. 2 Ex. 30) and Swainson v. North-Eastern Railway 
Co, eatablished the further principle, that, in order that the master should 
escape liability, there must be, not only common employment, but also a 
commcm master. In the former case Kelly, C.B., referring to the decisions, 
said :—*‘ The principle, or rather the proposition, of law established by these 
cases is, that, where two or more persons are the servants of one master and 
engaged in one common employment, the master is not liable to an action 
for any injury eustained by one servant by reason of the negligence of 
another in the work or employment which is common to both, orincidental 
to the carrying on of the general business, or the operations in which the 
one and the other are engaged.’’ In Swainson v. North-Eastern Railway Co. 
that view was adopted by the Divisional Court and by the Court of 
Appeal. Brett, L.J., said:—‘‘I think that the authorities bear out the 
proposition laid down in the Exchequer Division—that, in order to give rise 
to the exemption, there must be a common employment and a common 
master.’””? In the present case his lordship thought that, if there was a 
common employment, there was no common master. The plaintiff never 
received wages from Lindsay & Co., whether they were sub-contractors or 
independent contractors, and therefore the ground stated by Kelly, C.B., 
for the exemption of the master did not apply. The present was the first case 
in which the doctrine of common employment had been held to apply to a 
sub-contractor. These authorities led to the conclusion that the defence 
of common employment ought not to succeed here; but his lordship felt 
great difficulty in understanding the grounds of these decisions. Wilson v. 
Merry (L. R. 1 Sc. App. 326) approached the matter from a different side, 
and, if that were the only authority to be considered, his lordship would 
have concurred with the rest of the court. He should then have said, that 
negligence was default in the performance of some duty to take care, that 
the duty of a master to the general public was, to take care that they were not 
injured by himself or his men, and that his duty towards thore in hisemploy- 
ment in any given work which he did not personally execute was, to 
select competent workmen and furnish them with adequate materials avd 
resources, and that, if he did that, he had discharged his duty. What was 
the duty of a master who did not personally execute the work towards a 
workman not in his employ, but who was the servant of another master 
who had taken part in the common enterprize? There was no authority 
to answer that question. In Wilson v. Merry Lord Cairns poiated out 
the difference between a member of the general public and a workman. 
He said :—‘“‘ A servant may choose for himself between serving a master 
who does, and a master who does not, attend in person to his bueiness.’’ 
Applying that principle to the present case, a man might choose between 
taking part in an enterprise in which there was the co-operation of mastera 
who employed servants, and not taking part in such an enterprise. If he 
voluntarily took part in euch an enterprise, he could not cowplain of the 
master who did all he could, who chose competent servants and supplied 
them with fitting materials and appliances. That view might have pre- 
vailed with his lordship if there had been no other decieion but Wilson v. 
Merry. Such a line of reasoning would have far-reaching consequences, 
aud would, he thought, overrule some of the cases which were bindiug 
upon him. He did uot, therefore, feel at liberty to adopt it.—Counset, 


Harris, QC., and Guiry; Kemp, Q.C., and Holmes Poulter, Soutcrrors, 
Langlois & Biden; G. H. Finch. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
EVANS v. LLOYD—Kay, J., 8th August. 
Practice—RecetveEr—EquitTaBLe Exacution—Ex parte APPLICATION. 


An order had been made for the immediate payment to the applicant of 
a sum of £1,246. Evidence was given that the person ordered to pay was 
possesred of certain equities of redemption in freehold and leasehold pro- 
pertiesheavily mortgaged, which were of substantial value, but insufficient 
to satiefly the applicant’s debt, and of a small balance at his bankers, and 
that he had executed in favour of his daughter a bill of sale by way of gift 
of the furniture in his house. It did not appcar that he had any other 
property. On an ez part: application the Aunual Practice, pp. 626, 627, 
and Ex parte Evans (13 Ch. D. 252) were cited. 

Kay, J., under tho circumstances, made the order, on the applicant's 
undertaking in damages and for the receipts of the receiver, for the 
appointment of a receiver forthwith until the first motion day in Vaction, 
with liberty to apply to continue the appointment after that day. — 
Counset, Fate Lee. Soxtcrrons, Storey § Cowland, for Crick §¢ Freeman, 
Maldon. 


Re HULTON, HULTON v. LISTER—North, J., 9th August. 


Co-owners—Lanp SprcutaTions—PartTNersuir—Deatu or Oo-owner— 
CoNVERSION AS BETWEEN Regat AND Persona Representatives. 


The question in this case was whether, on the death of an intes- 
tate, his beneficial interest in certain real estate, of which he was 
co-owner with another person, passed to his heir or to his next 
of kia. H. and CO. had been engaged together in land specula- 
tions for several years. H. was a solicitor, C. was a person con- 
versant with the business of buying, selling, and developing land for 
building purposes. The speculations consisted of buying and selling 
plots of land, laying the land out for building, advancing money to 
builders to enable them to build on the plots, granting the lands, in accord- 
ance with the custom of the district, to the builders in fee, subject to a 
chief rent (generally an improved chief rent), H and C. themselves holding 
the land subject to asmaller chief rent. A balance-sheet was made out half- 
yearly, aud the profits were divided equally between H. and OU, but a 
fourth part of H.’s moiety was deducted from his share and added to the 
share of C. by way of remuneration to him for managing the business of 
the speculations. H.’s firm transacted the legal business of the co-owners. 
The legal estate in the land was in most cases vested in C., but the bene- 
ficial interests of H. and O. were equal. H. made a will by which he 
devised and bequeathed his residuary real and personal estate for a term 
of seven years only. In other respects H, died intestate. The question 
arose whether his interest in the real estate of which he and C. were c»- 
owners was realty or personalty, and whether, therefore, it passed to his 
heir-at-law or to his next of kia. It was contended on behalf of the next 
of kin that H. and C. had really been engaged as partners in the buying 
and selling of land, and that the real estate acquired for the purposes of 
the partnership must in equity be treated as personalty for the purpose of 
devolution. Darby v. Darby (3 Drew. 495) and Steward v. Blakeway (6 Eq. 
479) were referred to. 

Noxtn, J., held that the testator’s interest in the land devolved as real 
estate. In his opinion the property had been bought for the purpose of 
being held as land, and the testator had carried on the speculations for ths 

urpose of obtaining profitable investments, which he intended to keep as 
and. No doubt, primd facie, the form in which the balance-sheets had 
been kept was important evidence to shew that the property was partner- 
sbip property ; but if it was deliberately intended that there should be 
no partnership, and that the land should be kept as land which neither of 
the co-owners should be entitled to have sold and the proceeds divided, he 
did not see how the balance-sheets could have been more appropriately 
prepared. In his opinion the right of the co-owners, in¢er se, was to have 
a partition of the land—to have it divided and retained as real estate. 
So far as the testator’s interest was undisposed of it) want to his heir- 
at-law.—CounseL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Hadley; Everitt, Q.C., and 
Frank Evans; Farwell, Soxtcrroxs, Ridsdale § Son; Austin ¢ Austin; 
Pritchard, Eng'efizld, § Co. 


LATHAM v. LATHAM—North, J., 7th August. 


Marrrep Woman —Szgrarate Property — Removat or REsTRAINT ON 
ANTICIPATION—CoNVBYANCING Act, 1881, 8s, 39—JuRIspicrion—Summons 
or Petirion. 


This was a petition bya married woman for the removal of the restraint 
on anticipation affecting income to which she was entitled for her separate 
use. Under the will of her father she was entitled for her life, for her 
separate use without power of anticipation, to the income of a sum of 
£1,800, which was in court in the action. Subject to her life estate the 
fund was bequeathed to her issue, aud in default of issue she had a 
general power of appointment when sole by deed, and whether sole or 
covert by will. She had never had any children, and was more than fifty- 
three years of age, and she owed debts to the amount of £500. The 
petition asked the court to remove the restraint on anticipation, so far as 
might be necessary, and to order a sufficient part of the fund to be applied 
in paying the debts and the costs of the application, and that the balance 
should be employed in the purchase of a Government annuity for the life 





of the petitioner. 
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Nortn, J., thought that the proposed order could properly be made, 
but that he had no jurisdiction to make the order on petition, 
and a summons must be taken out for the purpose. In order practically 
to keep alive the restraint on anticipation the annuity would, with the 
coneent of the trustees of the will, be invested in their names.—Covunset, 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and W. F. Webster ; Maidlow. Souicrrors, J. D. B. 
Lewis ; Lickorish § Bellord. 


THE HENDON LOCAL BOARD v. POUNCE—North, J., 8th August. 


Loca Government—Urnan Sanitany Avtuorrry—' New Srreer’?— 
Byg-Law—Pvusiic Heattu Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 55), s. 157. 


A question arose in this case as to the validity and effect of bye-laws 
made by an urban sanitary authority with respect to the construction and 
width of ‘‘ new streets’’ and the entrance thereto. The plaintiffs were an 
urban sanitary authority ; the defendant Pounce was the owner in fee of 
some land within their district ; the defendant Cooper was a builder to whom 
Pounce had agreed to Jet some of his land for the purpose of building 
houees fronting a ‘‘new street,’”’ which he proposed to construct across his 
land. Section 157 of the Public Health Act, 1875, provides that, ‘‘ Every 
urban authority may make bye-laws with respect to the following matters 
(inter alia), (1) ‘ With respect to the level, width, and construction of new 
streets, and the provisions for the sewerage thereof.’’’ The plaintiffs had 
made (inter alia) the following bye-lawa for their district: (4) ‘‘ Every 

rson who shall lay out a new street shall co lay out such street that the 
width thereof shall be 40ft. at the least; ’’ (6) ‘‘ Every pereon who shall 
construct a new street shall provide at one end at least of such street an en- 
trance of a width equal to the width of such street, and open from the ground 
upwards.’”’ The defendant Pounce proposed to construct a new street on his 
land, extending in a southerly direction from an old road, called Church- 
lane, which ran from east to west. He submitted plans to the local board 
which shewed the proposed new street on Pounce's land as 40 feet wide. 
Bat, as his land did not abut immediately on Ohurch-lane, but was 
separated from it bya strip of land on which there were houses and 
gardens, he proposed to connect the new street with Church-lane by 
means of en existing old road which ran between some of the houses in 
Church-lane to his Jand. This old road formed the means of access from 
Ohurch-lane to his land, but the old road was only 20 feet wide. At the 
other end of the proposed new street there was to be no opening. The 
board refused to approve of the plans, on the ground that there would not 
be an ‘‘entrance’’ of 40 feet wide to the new street, as required by the 
6th bye-law. Pounce then submitted an amended plan, which shewed 
that the new street was at its other end to havean ‘‘ entrance’’ of 40 feet 
wide into another street called John-street, which had been constructed with 
the approval of the board. But, in order to construct this entrance into 
Jobn-street, it would be necessary to make use of some land belonging to 
one Mathews, without whose consent the entrance could not be con- 
structed. The board approved of the amended plan, on condition that the 
new street should be laid out and constructed of a width of 40 feet from 
the old road leading into Church-lane to John-street, and before any 
houses were allowed to be built in the new street. After this the plaintiff 
(not having obtained the consent of Mathews to the making of an entrance 
into John-street, and being, therefore, unable to make it) commenced 
laying out and metalling the new street at the Church-lane end, and 
Cooper, with his assent, commenced building houses fronting on that part 
of the new street. By the present action the board claimed an injunction to 
restrain both defendants from constructing the new street, until an 
entrance thereto should have been provided of a width equal to the width 
of the new street, and to restrain the defendant Cooper from building any 
houre abutting on the new street until such entrance had been provided 
On behalf of the defendants it was argued that the bye-laws were ultrd 
vires and unreasonable, and that at any rate the 6th bye-law only required 
the person who was constructing a ‘‘ new street ’’ to make it of a width of 
40 feet upon his own land. If it required him todo so on the land of 
another person over whom he had no control, it would be unreasonable, 
and, therefore, invalid. 

Nortn, J., granted the injunction asked until the trial of the action, 
the usual undertaking as to damages being given by the plaintiffs. He 
said that the defendants could not rely upon the conditional approval given 
by the board, because the entrance into John-street had not yet been con- 
structed. The case must turn upon the sufficiency of the entrance at the 
Church-lene end. The 6th bye-law did not refer to the ‘‘ new strect”’ 
iteelf ; that was already dealt with by the 4th bye-law, which required 
that the ‘‘new street ’’ should be at least 40 feet wide from one end to 
the other. The 6th bye-law referred to the ‘‘entrance”’ to the ‘‘ new 
street.’’ It had been already provided that the ‘‘ new street” itself must 
be 40 feet wide throughout, and the 6th bye-law provided that the 
**entrance,’’ or mode of access, to the ‘‘new street’ must be of the same 
width. The object was plain. It would be of no use to have a ‘‘new 
street”? 40 feet wide throughout, if the only mode of access to it 
was by an entrance, say, only 15 or 20 feet wide. Therefore the 
person who ccnstructed the ‘‘new street’? was required to provide an 
entrance to it of equal width. The defendants were, therefore, not 
entitled to make any part of the new street, until they had provided an 
entrance to it 40 feet wide. If they could not provide an adequate 
entrance at one end, they must provide it at the other. The bye-law 
did not compel them to do that upon the land ef another person ; its only 
¢ffect was that, unless a landowner could provide such an ‘‘ entrance,’’ he 
could not construct a new street or build upon his own land. In his lord- 
thip’s opinion the 6th bye-law was int:d vires, and was not unreasonable. 
The decision in Baker v. Maycr, §c., of Portsmouth (3 Ex. D, 4, 157) shewed 
that the bye-law was not u/ird vires, and that the building of houses was 
part of the “‘ construction” of a ‘‘ new street’’ within the meaning of eec- 





tion 157. A wide road was much more healthy than a narrow one, and 
this benefit would be only partially secured if a road was made much 
narrower at one end.—CounseL, Cizens-eHardy, Q.C., Yate Lee, and Rk, 
Cunningham Glen; Everitt, Q.C., and Vernon R. Smith. Soxicrtors, 8, 
Tilley; H. H. Wells. 


THE EARL OF ILCHESTER v. RAISHLEY—Kekewich, J., 29th July, 2nd 
August, and 10th August. 


Fishery—Arm or Sza—Esn anp Fiow or Trpkg—Forgsuore—Privare 
OwneErsHip—CustoM or FIsHeRMEN. 


In this action the plaintiff, as owner of a certain piece of land covered 
with water, and known as the Fleet, and of a bank or beach known as the 
Chesil Bank, sought to restrain the defendants from trespassing thereon, 
The Fleet is a long piece of water on the Dorsetshire coast separated from 
the English Channel by the Chesil Bank, and connected at its east end 
with the Portland roads by a narrow passage. The defendants were 
fishermen belonging to the village of Chickerell on the northern shore of 
the Fleet, and they alleged a custom on the part of the fishermen of that 
and other neighbouring villages to beach their fishing boats after fishing 
in the “‘ great sea’’ (the English Channel) upon the Chesil Bank, and 
there to dispose of their fish and to convey them in small boats across the 
‘little sea” (the Fleet) to various ports on its northern shore. They 
also alleged that the Fleet was an arm of the sea subject to the tides (at 
all events to spring tides), and was a navigable water open to the public; 
also that fishermen, in the exercise of their calling, might go upon and 
haul their boats on to any beach above high-water mark. The evidence 
shewed that the water of the Fleet was brackish, that a small amount of 
water from the sea came into it through the Portland passage, and that 
more percolated through the Chesil Beach from the channel, and that it 
was affected, to a small extent, by the spring tides. An injunction was 
also claimed to restrain the disturbance of the plaintiff's decoy of swans 
in a bay at the western end of the Fleet, but all right or intention to do 
80 was disclaimed by the defendants. 

Kexewicu, J., after holding that the evidence of custom claimed on 
behalf of the fishermen of certain villages had failed, said: Another point 
made on behalf of the defendants was, that in pursuit of their lawful 
calling all fishermen are at liberty to use the soil above high-water mark 
for approaching to or retiring from their boats, carrying their fish or 
otherwise. Much may be found in favour of this view in old books, 
especially those which derive their authority from the civil law, but the 
notion has never really found a place in our law of real property, the 
principles of which are decidedly adverse to it. Then the defendants 
claimed a right whenever it was convenient to land on the beach and 
there to draw up and leave for future use their fishing boats, and the 
plaintiff has limited his claim to an injunction to the soil above high-water 
mark. He admits, as he was bound to do, that, deriving title to the fore- 
shore by Royal grant, he can claim nothing that was not originally vested 
in the Crown, and that paramount to the right of the Crown in the open 
sea is the right of the public to navigate and fich. This right does not 
extend to places only occasionally covered by water, but the rule was laid 
down in Attorney-General v. Chambers (2 W. R. 636, 4 De G. M. & G. 206) 
and has never since been questioned, that the average of the medium tides 
in each quarter of a lunar revolution during the year gives the limit, in 
the absence of usage, to interfere with the application of this rule ; there 
is no such evidence here. No right can, therefore, be asserted against the 
plaintiff above the line of the ordinary high-water mark. The main 
question, however, is whether or not the waters of the Fleet are navigable 
in the proper sense in which that word is used concerning legal rights over 
water. The defendants point out that the plaintiff, while insisting that 
this water is not navigable, seeks to restrain them from navigating it, and 
that, although it is the fact that this water does not admit of navigation 
by their ordinary fishing boats, yet it can be naviguted by those lighter 
boats which they find convenient to their trade purposes, and which are 
adapted to water of this particular character and depth. Iu short, they 
say that, being navigable by craft suited to the circumstances, it cannot 
be said to be not navigable at all. The answer to this plausible argument 
is that, as stat:d in Murphy v. Ryan (2 Ir. Rep. O. L. 143), the word 
‘navigable ” has a popular and also a legal and technical meaning, and 
that this latter meaning also no doubt essentially requiring navigation to 
be possible, requires also something more—namely, the ebb and 
flow of the tide. An examination of the history of this limit of 
distinction between waters which sre technically navigable and 
those which are not would be long and intricate, and would involve 
reference to many ancient writers, such as Lord Ooke and Lord Hale, 
and others who have supplemented their work, such as Mr. Angell 
(see the 13th chapter of his work on Watercourses), and Chancellor Kent 
(Comm., pt. 2). Iam far from saying that the legal and technical mean- 
ing of ‘‘navigable’”’ has been plainly rested upon any such practical 
reason as that navigation is impossible for any useful purpose of trade or 
commerce except where the tide ebbs and flows, yet I cannot read any of 
the numerous treatises, whether in text-books or in judicial decisions, on 
the subject without concluding that this practical reason is at the bottom 
of it. That is borne out by the legal meaniag of the words “ ebb and 
flow.” Themen who framed the law of England on this subject saw the 
absurdity of treating, as subject for this purpose to the ebb and flow of 
the tide, such land as is occasionally covered with water, but is uncovered 
during a great part of the year. They have therefore excluded from the 
meaving of these words, not merely those exceptional tides which occur it 
may be only twice or thrice in the year, but also those high tides which 
occur more often, and have limited them to what ere sometimes called 
average, sometimes ordinary, tides. Some illustration of this will be 


(found in Mayor of Lynnv. Turner (1 Cowp. 86) Blundell v, Cotterall ( 
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B. & Ald. 268), R. v. Montagu (4 B. & 0. 598), Pearce v. Scotcher (9 Q. B.D. 
162). The result of the evidence as to tide is adverse to the defendants. 
I regret that the defendants were not afforded an opportunity of witnes- 
sing, and, if they pleased, taking part in, the experiments made on behalf 
of the plaintiff. A party intending to adduce evidence requiring experi- 
ments or any application of practical science would never injure himeelf, 
but would nearly always gain advantage, by giving his opponent an 
opportunity of participating in his inquiries. This evidence of the 
plaintiff's is confirmed by that of persons who have geen portions of the land 
alleged to be covered with navigable water dry for days together; that, I 
think, excludes the notion of navigability. I hold, therefore, that the 
Fleet is not a creek or arm of the sea in which the tide ordinarily ebbs and 
flows. It is, therefore, not navigable, and the defendants have no right 
to pass over it. Injunction granted. — CounsgL, Crackanthorpe, Q O., 
Kinglake, and Farwell ; P. B. Abraham and Cardew. Soxtcirors, Fladgates ; 
Pitts & Savage, for Budge § Slade, Wareham and Swanage. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Sir James Marsnatt, O.M.G., formerly Chief Justice of the Gold Coast, 
died at Margate on the 9th inst. from pneumonia, after a very short ill- 
ness. Sir J. Marshall was the second son of the Rev. James Marshall, 
Vicar of Christ Church, Clifton, and was born in 1829. He was educated 
at Exeter College, Oxford. He was for several years a classical master at 
the Birmingham Oratory School. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
inn in Hilary Term, 1865, and he was formerly a member of the Northern 
Circuit. In 1873 he became Chief Magistrate at the Gold Coast, and he 
was a puisne judge for the Gold Coast Colony from 1877 till 1879, and 
Chief Justice from 1879 till 1882. He was knighted shortly after his 
retirement, and he was created a Companion of the Order of St. Michael 
and St. George in 1886, in which year he was an executive commissioner 
for the West African Colonies at the Indian and Colonial Exhibition. Sir 
J. Marshall was a frequent contributor to the 7Zablet, and a few months 
ago he was created by the Pope a Knight Commander of the Order of St. 
Gregory, in recognition of his eervices to the Roman Catholic Missions in 
West Africa. He was married in 1877 to the third daughter of Mr. 
Gwyllym Young, of Corby, Lincolnshire. Sir J. Marshall was buried at 
Mortlake on the 14th inst. 


His Honour Judge James Wutcuam died at his residence, 52, Cromwell- 
road, on the 9th inst., in his eighty-first year. Judge Whigham was the 
fourth con of Mr. Robert Whigham, of Halliday Hill, Dumfries, and was 
born in 1808. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 
1832, and he formerly practised on the Nortbern Circuit. In 1860 he was 
appointed by Lord Campbell to the judgeship of county courts for Circuit 

9. 37, comprising a wide district, extending from Windsor to Luton, 
and from Barnet to Wallingford. Judge Whigham was a magistrate for 
Buckinghamshire and for Kirkcudbrightshire. He was married in 1847 to 
a = daughter of Mr, Lawrence Brock Hollinshead, of Highfield, 

ancashire. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Ronertr Stevens Byron, solicitor (of the firm of Richardson & 
Byron), of Knaresborough and Harrogate, has been appointed Clerk to 
the Magistrates for the borough of Harrogate, in succession to Mr. 
on ag aac Bateson, resigned. Mr. Byron was admitted a solici- 

r in 1875. 


F Mr. Georcz Antuony Kuno, solicitor, of 66, Cannon-street, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for taking Affidavits to be used in the Courts 
of the Province of Manitoba, in the Dominion of Canada, 


Messrs. Jonn & Cuantes Leste Atrennoroven, solicitors, of 16, Ely- 
place, have been appointed Solicitors to the Builders’ Institute. 


Mr. Joun Wriiu1AmM Sanosrer, solicitor, of Pontefract, has been 
appoiated Town Clerk of Pontefract and Clerk to the borough magis- 
trates, in succession to his partner, the late Mr. Edmund Henry Coleman. 
Mr. Sangster was admitted a solicitor in 1857. He is also registrar of the 
Pontefract County Court. 


Sir Ronert Grorce Rapp, solicitor and notary (of the firm of Raper 
and Freeland), of Chichester, has been appointed Registrar of the 
Chichester County Court (Circuit No. 50), in succession to the late Mr. 
Matthias James Sowton. Sirk. Raper was admitted a solicitor in 1850. 
He is District Probate Registrar at Chichester, secretary to the Bishop of 
Chichester, deputy-registrar of the Diocese and Archdeaconry of 
Chichester, clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes, clerk to the West 
Hampnett Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, Schosl Attend- 
ance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority, Superintendent-Regis- 
trar of Births, Deaths, and Marriages for the West Hampnett District, 
and lecturer on Ecclesiastical Law at the Chichester Theological College. 
He has been several times Mayor of the City of Chichester, and he received 
the honour of Kuighthood in 1886. His partner, Mr. William Bennett 
Barton Freeland, is clerk to the county magistrates at Chichester. 


Mr, Frepertck Parker Ruonrs, solicitor, of Rotherham, Sheffield, and 


Hoyland, has been appointed a Member of the Royal Commission on‘ 


Mining Royalties. Mr. Rhodes was admitted a solicitor in 1867. He is 
clerk to the borough and county magistrates at Rotherham, and registrar 
of the Rotherham County Court. 


Mr. Freperick Cotzrnipcz Mackauness has been appointed a Revising 





Barrister for the Counties of London and Middlesex. Mr. Mackarness is 
the second son of the Right Rev. John Frederick Mackarness, D.D., late 
Bishop of Oxford, his mother being a sister of Lord Coleridge. He was 
born in 1854, and he was educated at Marlborough ae and at Keble 
College, Oxford. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in June, 
1879, and he is a member of the Oxford Circuit. 


Mr. Joun Temrte Asuwett Cooxs, barrister, has been appointed 
Prosecuting Counsel to the Admiralty on the Western Circuit. Mr. Cooke 
is the eldest son of Mr. William Major Cooke, stipendiary magistrate at 
Marylebone Police-court, and was born in 1851. He was educated at 
Cheltenham College, and he was called to the bar at the Middle Temple 
in Michaelmas Term, 1874. 


Mr. Joun Raymonp has been appointed a Revising Barrister for the 
County of Surrey. Mr. Raymond is the son of Mr. John Raymond, 
barrister, and was born in 1843. He was called to the bar at the Middle 
ao in Hilary Term, 1870, and he is a member of the South-Eastern 

ircuit. 

Mr. Witu1am Rezs Morcan Davies has been appointed a Magistrate for 
Pembrokeshire. Mr. Davies was called to the bar at the Inner Temple 
2 November, 1887. He is a member of the’ South-Wales and Chester 

ircuit. 


Mr. James Forrest Futon, barrister, M.P., has been appointed Senior 
Practising Counsel to the Treasury at the Central Criminal Oourt, in suc- 
cession to Mr. Frederick Mead, who has been appointed a metropolitan 
police magistrate. Mr. Fulton is the son of Lieut.-Colonel Fulton, and 
was born in 1846. He was educated at Norwich Grammar School, and 
he graduated LL.B. at the University of London in 1874. He was called 
to the bar at the Middle Temple in Easter Term, 1872, and he is a member 
of the South-Eastern Circuit. Mr. Fulton has been M.P. for the 
Northern Division of the borough of West Ham in the Conservative 
interest since 1886. He is prosecuting counsel to the Mint for Hertford- 
shire, and he has also been for a short time senior prosecuting counsel to 
the Post Office at the Central Criminal Court. 


Mr. Joun Woo.terr has been appointed a Revising Barrister for the 
county of Surrey. Mr. Woollett is the second son of Mr. John Mitchell 
Woollett. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas 
Term, 1844, and he is a member of the South-Eastern Circuit. 


Mr. Anruur Ernest Storr, solicieor, of Leeds, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS, 
DIssoLUTION. 


Grorcr Reaver and Wii. Hicks, eolicitors (Reader & Hicks), 7, Ely- 
place, Holborn, London. July 31. George Reader will continue the 
business. [Gazetle, Aug. 16. 


GENERAL, 


The Master of the Rolls has addressed the following letter to the 
Times:—‘*I was not aware of Lord FitzGerald’s intention to brin 
forward last night the question of the institution of a Oriminal Court o 
Appeal, otherwise I should have been in the House of Lords. Allow 
me to state that I have the strongest possible opinion that there should 
be such a court. The first condition in my opinion is that the court 
should be the strongest which can ba invented. To insure this it 
should, as to its members, not be a varying court, but should consist 
of judges nominated by the Crown once for all for life or until resig- 
nation. The numberof the judges should be seven, with a quorum of five. 
The judges should be bound, in case of a conviction and sentence of 
death, at any inconvenience to other business, unless absolutely pre- 
vented, to attend in London within seven days after any such sentence, 
and in other cases at any time fixed by the president of the court. 
The second condition in my opinion is that the appeal should be as 
large as possible, on law, facts, aud sentence, with the largest discre- 
tionary power as to any means by which, in the opinion of the court, 
it could be assisted to arrived at a right, just, and merciful conclusion. 
Thirdly, it should be declared in the Act that the decision in each case 
must be made to depend on the circumstances of the particular caso. 
Fourthly, in my opinion the consideration of mercy arising from par- 
ticular circumstances—as, for instance, youth, extreme sickness, iutoler- 
able though not legal exasperation, despair—should not be excluded from 
the power of the court. Fifthly, the decision in any case should not neces- 
sarily be final, if after it new facts should arise or could be brought forward. 
Although I would allow the consideration of mercy to be given to the 
court, I would not take away the prerogative of mercy in the Orown to 
be exercised beyond nd above the power of the court.” 


Lord Bramwell has also addressed the following letter to the Zimes:— 
‘‘Lord Esher writes to you that he ‘has the strongest possible 
opinion that there should be a Court of Criminal Appeal.’ I entertain 
the strongest opinion to the contrary. I do not eay this to pit my 
opinion against his, but to shew that it is not everyone with some experi- 
ence in the administration of the criminal law that thinks as he does, 
and to ask that public opinion may not be fixed till a fitting time and 
opportunity have enabled the matter to be properly discussed. I agree 
with the Lord Chancellor that the present is not a fitting time. I x { 
refer, however, to an article by Mr. Poland, Q.C., in a publication call 
Pump Court. Mr. Poland has more experience than the judges and 
ex-judges combined, and is most strongly against such a court, and gives 
convincing reasons for his opinion.” 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—FRIDAY, Aug. 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

AINswortn Brorners & Co (CLITHEROE), LiwtTED—Creditors are required, on 
or before Sept 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to William Heppard, Blackburn Addleshaw & War- 
burton, Manchester, solors 

AUTOMATIC MACHINE SYNDICATE, LiwiTer—North, J, has. by an order dated 
June 20, appointed Mr Frederick William Smith, 61, Wool Exchange, Coleman 
st. to be official liquidator ; 

A W Morzis & Co, Lrw1TED-—Stirling, J, has, by an order dated Aug 9, appointed 
William Robert Tey!or Carr, Monument House, Monument yard, to be official 
liquidator 

CONSTITUTIONAL NRws AssocraTION, Lma1TED—Chitty, J, has, by an order dated 
Aug 10, appointed Henry Newson Smith, 37, Walbrook, to be official liquidator 

QONTINENTAL CANADIAN TOBOGANNING NYNDICATE, LimITED—Chitty, J, bas 
fixed Tuesday, Aug 27, at 11, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 
liquidator 

Economic FvEt Co, LimirEp—By an order made by North, J, dated Aug 5, it 
was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued 
Tatham & Co, Old Broad st. solors for petners 

ELECTRIC APPARA1U8 Co, LIMITED— By an order made by North, J, dated Aug 5, 
it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued 
Wolseley, Regent p'ace, solor for company 

J LEwIs Mi1is & Co, LimitED—Kay, J, has, by an order dated July 30, appointed 
Frederick VW hinney, 8, Old Jewry. to be official liquidator 

La TRINIDAD, LIMITED—North, J, has, by an order dated Aug 10, appointed 
Francis William Fixley, 24, Moorgate st. to be official liquidator 

LUTHER Hanson & Co, Lim1TED—North. J, has, by an order dated Aug 10, ap- 
pointed James Duff, Halifax. to be official liquidator 

NATIONAL PuRE WATER ENGINEERING Co, LiMiTED—Stirling, J. has, by an order 
dated Aug 1, appointed Francis Cocper, 14, George st, Mansion House, to be 
official liquidator Creditors are required, on or before Uci 1, to seud their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above 
Friday, Nov 1, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 
and claims 

PADDLE STEAMSHIP * QUEEN OF THE BAY” Co, LimITED—Kay, J, has fixed Aug 
27. at 12, at the chambers of the Vacation Judge, for the appointment of an 
official liquidator 

ScumipvT I ovGias Etecrric Co, Liairep—Chitty, J, has fixed Friday, Aug 23, at 
12, at his chambers. for the appointment of an official liquidator 

SELF-WINDING AND SYNCHRONIZING CLOCK Co, LIMITED -Stirling, J. has, by an 
order dated July 9, appointed Mr James Drayson Austen Norris, Suffolk House, 
Laurence Pountney lan, official liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

AMICABLE SOCIETY, Butchers’ Arms, Parson Drove, Wisbech, Cambridge Aug 13 

Iondon Gazette.—TUESDAY, Aug, 20. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

C&OOKBOTTOM MANUFACTURING Co, LimiTED—By an order made by North, J, 
dated Aug 9, it was ordered that the voluntary windiog up of the company be 
continued Robbins & Co, Victoria Embankment, agents for Buckley & Miller, 
Staly bridge, solors for petners 

ELECTRICAL AUTOMATIC DrLivery Box Co, Limrrep.—Kay, J., has by an order, 
dated Aug 10, appointed Frederic George Painter, 2, Moorgate st bldags, to be 
Provisional Official Liquidator 

GENERAL Stock ExcHanGe, Limitep.—Creditors are required on or before 
Sept 6 to send their names and addresses and the particulars of their debts or 
oma to James Harris, 8, Old Jewry Huat, 8, Old Jewry, solor for liquida- 

or 

JOHN Harrison & Co, LimITED.—Creditors are required on or before Sept 25 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to William Hubert Smith, 10, Figtree lane, Shefficld Webster & 
Styring, Sheffield, solers for liquidator 

MAYHEW’s PATENT BOILER FEEDER Co, LIMITED.—Petition for winding up, 

resented Aug 16, directed tu be heard before Kay, J, on Saturday, Oct 26 
Robins & Co, Old Broad st, solors for petners ; 

Time Stamp Co, LimiTED - North, J., has by an order, dated July 16, appointed 
Percy Dewe Leske, 16, Abchurch lane, to be official liquidator 

WEsT CUMBERLAND IRON AND STEEL Co, LimiTED—Creditors are required, on 
or before Sept 30, to send their names and_addres3es, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Alfred Ebenezer Wenham, 114, Uolmore rd, Birmiog- 
ham Wragge & Co, Birmingham, solors for the liquidator 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

SOVEREIGN LIFE AssuRANCE Co—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated July 
80, it was ordered that the company be wound up Robinson, Philpot lane, 
solor for the petner 





COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 

Star SAUCE AND PICKLE Co, LumiTED—Creditors are required on or befvre Sept 
17 to send their nemes and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Mr. John Butterworth, Beech rd. Stockport Tuesday, Oct 8, at 11.30, 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

WELLINGTON Corn MILL Co, LimITED —The Vice Chancellor has fixed Friday, 
Aug 30, at half past eleven. at Duchy chbrs, 2, Clarence st, Mauchester, for the 
appointment of an oflicia)l Jiqnidator 

' FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
CHAPEL BRAMrTON CLUB, Schoolroom, Chapel Brampton, Northampton Aug 15 
E SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 

ROYAL FoRESTERS FBIENDLY Society, Navigation Inn, Woolroad, Oldham, 

York Aug 15 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF CLAM. 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, Aug. 9. 
ALBAN, Jonn, Park Cottage, nr Wellfield, Carmarthen, Gent, Sept 30. Barker 
Co, Carmarthen 

ALLASTON, CHARLES, Bromley, Kent. Sept9. Upton & Co, Austin Friars 
ARMSTRONG, CHARLES Epwakp, Stonton Wyville, nr Market Harborough. 

Sept 14. Bannister, Basinghall st 
Bacon, Joun, Liverpool, Shipowner. Oct1. Whitley & Co, Liverpool 
BARBER, CHARLES, Wilmslow, Cheshire, Gent. Sept 30. May, Macclesfield 
BARBER, SARAH, Alsagar, Cheshire. Sept 30. May, Macclesfield 





Sept 21. Weddall & 


Harwood & Stephen 


Burton, AGNES, Turnham Hall, Hemingbrough, Yorks. 
Co, Selby 

CARTER, SARAH, Goldhawk rd, Hammersmith. Sept 21. 
son, Lombard st : 

Cook, GEORGE, Pewsey, Wilts, Farmer. Aug 3t. Dixon, Pewsey 

Coox, Marra, Dorchester, Oxon. Oct 9. Hedges & Marshall, Wallingford 


Dvurrox, E1izaBets, Borrowby cum Gueldable, Yorks. Sept 21. Jefferson, 
Northallerton : 
Sept 1. Peacock & Goddard, 


ELAM, CuaRLes, Harley st, Doctor of Medicine. 
South sq, Gray’s inn ay : 
Gorpow, HARRIET MADDEN, Prince’s gate, South Kensington, Nov 1. Ward, 


Bedford row 


Harpy, WILLIAM, Pemberton, Lancs, Barrister-at-Law. Aug 26 Hopwood, 
Wigan a 
HIcKMAN, HERBERT, Darby End, Dudley, Grocer. Sept 14. Wright & Tanfield, 


Cradley Heath, Staffordshire : 

Howarp, Rt Hon JAMES, Earl of MALMEsBURY, Viscount FitzHapris, G.C.B., 
Heron Court. Sept 10. Watkins & Co, Sackville st, Piccadilly 

JENNINGS, ANN BLACKETT, Newcastle upon Tyne, Pawnbroker. Sept 18. New- 
lands & Newlands, Newcastle upon Tyne : 

KRELING, WiLLIAM STALEY, Sutton Heath, Derby, Farmer. Sept 24. J. & W, 
H. Sale & Mills, Derby ; 

KENTON, JOSEPH, Bury, Gent. Nov7. Whitaker, Duchy of Lancaster Office 


L&Es, GEORGE, Hulme, Manchester, Agent. Nov8, Brownson, Hyde 


L2EsE, JosEPH. Audley, Staffs, Butty Collier. Sept 7. Knuight & Son, New- 
castle under Lyme 7 i s 

LEIGH, FRANCES, Rydal rd, Streatham, Sept 16. Neish & Howell, Watling st 

MorGan, Louisa, Carmarthen. Sept £0. Barker & Co, Carmarthen 

MorskE, WILLIAM, Oxford grdns, Notting hill, Esq, Principal in War Office. Sept 
16, Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl, Stran er 

PIERCE, SARAH. The Terrace, Kennington pk. Aug2t. Yei'diug & Co, Vincent 
sq Westminster : : 5 

PorTer. JAMES, Buntingford, Herts, Farmer. Sept 7. Farrar & Farrar, Ward- 
robe pl, Doctor’s commons : é 

Rose, Tuomas, Lytchett Matravers, nr Poole, Dorset. Dibben, Wim- 
borne 

Ross, WILLIAM, Horseshoe Iron Wharf, Old Kent rd, Iron Merchant. Sept 14, 
Levy, Surrey s}, Stranc : 

SALISBURY, SUSAN, Shakespeare rd, Stoke Newington. 
Kinch, Fleet st ‘ 

Sansom, HzNnRY, Eastbourne rd, Brentford, Lighterman. Sept 14. Ward & Co, 
Nicholas lane 

corr, GEORGE AITKEN, Stockport, Spinners. Sept17. Mann & Rooke, Man. 
chester 

Sourn, Jouy, Southport, Gent. Sept 30. Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 

SUTCLIFFE, ANN, Sowerby, Yorks. Sept £0. Boocock, Halifax 

SUTCLIFFE, WILLIAM, Sowerby, Yorks, Innkeeper. Sept 20. Bo>cock, Halifax 

TuRNER, GEORGE, Horton, ur Bradford, Esq. Oct4. Taylor & Co, Bradford 


VARLEY, sey Stanningley, nr Leeds, Worsted Spinner. Oct8. Taylor & 
Bradforc 


Sept 4. 


Sept 20, Warriner & 





| Watson, ROBERT BROWN, Lime st, Merchant. Sept 21. Wynne & Co, Chancery 


lane 
WEBB, S4nau ANN, Crocken Hill, Kent. Oct5. Spencer & Co, Cheapside, for 
Drawbridge, Gravesend 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Aug 13. 
ALLFORD, WILLIAM, Gresmont, Mon, Gent. Sept?5. Humphreys, Hereford 


ANDREWs, THoMas, East Barnet, Herts. Sept 30. Cooke-Collis & Sayer, Essex 

at, Strand 
3ARRACLOUGH, Susy, Buttershaw, North Bierley, Yorks. fept 30. Hutchinson 

& Son, Bradford : ° ; : 

Bricut, Mary ANN, High rd, Chiswick. Sept9. Lee, New inn, Strand 

ByaGravg, Exviza, Cromwell rd, West Brighton. Sept 23, Rose-Ianes & Co, 
Billiter sq bldgs hee 

CARTLAND, JOHN, King’s Heath, Worcs, Esq. Novi3. Foster, Birmingham 

CrINN. SINCKLER, Melrose terrace, West Kensington, Gent. Sept 20. 8. & 

{ 8. Chinn, Lichfield 
CLARK, MARY ANN BLAKE, Mucking, Essex. Sept 7. Woodard & Co, BilM- 


er 8 

Corroy, WILLIAM ALFRED, Ventnor, I.W., Auctioneer Oct 7. Sanders, PFroms- 
grove 

Drake, Mary AGNzs, Eaton sq. 
Lincoln’s inn ‘ 7 

GIDLEY, BARTHOLOMBW CHARLES, Exeter, Gent. Sept 24. Gidley & Caunter, 
ixeter 

GLoveR, MartHa, Windhill, Calverley, Yorks. Sept 14. 
Bradford 

JACKSON, JOSEPH, Kersley, nr Bolton. Sept 7. Ryley, Bolton 

JENKINS, JAMES HENRY, Swansea, Newspaper Propristor. Sept 2. Collins & 
Woods, Swansea Z 

LANDWEHR, ANNE CATHERINE, Masborough rd, Brook Green, Hammersmith. 
Sept 16. Hine-Haycock & Bridgman, College hill ’ 

ManrsvEN, Ropert CannDE, Brighton, Master Mariner, Sept 29. Nisbet & Daw, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


Sept 12. Woodrooffe & Burgess, New 8d, 


Morgan & Morgan, 


| MATHER, Mary, Bolton Abbey, nr Skipton, Yorks. Sept 9. Taylor & Brown, 





BARRETT, FREDERICK WILLIAM HENRY, England lane, Haverstock Hill, Butcher. 
! 


Sept 29. Clarke, Gt St Helen’s 
ee UDITH ANNE, Harley st. Sept1. Peacock & Gcddard, South eq, Gray’s 


nn 
BovuLtTon, EDWARD, Queen’s rd, St John’s Wood, Gent. Sept 28. Boulton & Co, 
Northampton eq 
BROWN, JOHN, Farsiey, Yorks. Augié6. Newell, Bradford 


Bueman, JOHN, Albert gate, Knightsbridge, Turner Sept 14. 
Master, Theobald’s rd, Bedford row 


Johnson & 


| WIGNALL, WILLIAM, Mauchester, Licensed Victualler. Sept 28 


Buxton 

Meason, JoHN, Davyhulme, Lancs, formerly Grocer. Sept 14. Chapman & Co, 
Manchester 

NAREY, PETER, Bradford, Clothier. Sept 30. Moore, Bradford 


PENGELLY, TmoMAS Roberts, Madron, Cornwall, Gent. Sept 23. Trtyhall & 
Bodilly, Penzance 


RADCLIFFE, CHARLES BLAND, Cavendish sq, Eeqg., M.D. Nov 1. Dunster & 
Chapman, Henrietta st, Cavendish sq ; 
Rosson, JOHN, High rd, Tottenham, Licensed Victualler. Sept 8. Layton, 8t 


Helen’s place 

Saw. RoBERT CHARLES, Northampton st, Bethnal gn, Licensed Victualler. 
Sept19. Hanbury & Co, New Broad st 

SLATER, Lg Charlotte st, Portland pi, Upholsterer’s Salesman. Sept 6. 
Creed, Reading 

Taytor, Exizasetu, Norwich. Sept 14. Overbury & Gilbert, Norwich 


Watson, Jomn, Nottingham, Solicitor. Sept 25. Watson & Co, Nottingham 


Wage, AAEON, oman, Victoria, Gent. Oct 1. Vallance & Vallance, 
Jesex st, Stranc 

Wurtz, Tuomas, Hartlebury, Worcester, Gent. Sept 13. Tunbridge, Redditch 
Coppock, Man- 
chester 








WAENING TO INTENDING House PurRCHASERS & LESSEES.—Before purchasing or 
renting a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined byan ~pas 
from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Uo., 65, late 115, Victoria-st., West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c,—[ADVT.] 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
London Gazette—F'RiDAY, Aug 16, 

APPLETON, THoMAS, Ormskirk, Boot Dealer Liver- 

pool Pet Augi Ord Aug 14 
BARKER, JOUN WEEDS, East Dereham, Norfolk, 

Tobacconist Norwich Pet Augi2 Ord Aug12 
BisHorr, STEPHEN, Holland mews, Kensington, Cab 

Proprietor High Court Pet Aug 12 Ord 


Aug 12 

BLACKBURN, JOHN, Heckmoniwike, Contractor 
Dewsbury Pet Aug 13 Ord Aug13 

BRASSEY, THOMAS, Moreton, Cheshire, formerly 


Farmer Birkenhead Pet Augi13 Ord Aug 13 
BROWN, GEORGE, Manchester, Merchant Manches- 
ter Pet Augi13 Ord Aug 13 


BUTCHER, ANNIE, Brighton, Lodging House 
Keeper Brigbton PetAugi2 Ora Aug 12 
CLARK, ALFRED, Watford, Herts, Grocer St 


Albans Pet Aug2 Ord Aug13 

CLARK, JOSEPH, Derby, Auctioneer Derby 
12 Ord Aug 12 

CouHEN, DavipD, and LAZARUS FRrLDMAN, Commercial 
1d, Boot Manufacturers High Court Pet Aug 
1¢ Ord Aug 12 

COLWELL, EDWIN, Hereford, Bookseller Hereford 
Pet Aug13 Ord Aug 13 

CooPpER, ALBERT WILLIAM, Bristol, Insurance 
Agent Bristol Pet Augi3 Ord Aug 13 

CoorpeR, FREDKRICK ABRAHAM, Gravesend, Baker 
Rochester Pet Aug14 Ord Augi4 

DAVIS, HENRY, West Bromwich, Corndealer West 
Bromwich Pet July 29 Ord Aug 12 

DESBORDES, GusTavg, Chorlton upon Medlock, 
Manchester, Ostrich Feather Manufacturer 
Manchester Pet Augi3 Ord Aug 13 

Durr, Lavip, Manchester, Jute Merchant Man- 
chester Pet July 23 Ord Aug 14 

EccLesTon, HENRY, Belle Vue. ur Wakefield, Miner 
Wakefield Pet Aug 14 Ord Aug 14 

EDWARDS, WILLIAM, Hangor, Licensed Victualler 
Bangor Pet Aug14 Ord Aug 14 

EvANs, WILLIAM, Wicklewood, Norfolk, Farmer 
Norwich Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 14 

HaMER, KoBERT Juxius, New Brighton, Cheshire, 
Licensed Victualler Liverpool PetJuly 29 Ord 
Aug 13 

HARLING, WILLIAM FRANCIS, Rodney terrace, 
Lower Richmond rd, Patney, Builder Wands- 
worth PetJuly 24 Ord Aug 13 

HENHAM, IDEN, Hastings, Saddler Hastings Pet 
Augi2 Ord Aug 12 

Hitt, ARTHUR, Hanley, Staffs, 
Pet Aug10 Ord Aug 10 ; 

HUGHES, KhOBERT UWEN, Higher Tranmere, Cheshire, 
Var Proprietor Birkenhead Pet Aug 12 Ord 


Pet Aug 


Clothier Hanley 


Aug 12 

HUTCHINSON, JOHN, Bradford, Fruit Dealer Brad- 
ford Pet Augi3 Urd Aug 13 

JEFFERIS, EDWIN, Bradford, Wool Merchant Brad- 
ford Pet Augé6 Ord Aug 12 

KAPLAN, JOSEPH, Commercial :d, Boot Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Augi2 Ord Aug 12 

KiTLEY, WILLIAM, Bath, Fruiterer Bath Pet Aug 
12 Ord Aug 12 

KNIGHT, WILLIAM THOMAS, Queen’s parade, Clapham 
Junction, Upholsterer Wandsworth Pet July 
20 Ord Aug 13 

LEWIS, SAMUEL, Kentish Town rd, Kentish 'Town, 
Pianoforte Frame Manufacturer High Court 
Pet June 28 Ord Aug 12 

Licutwitz, LupwiG, The Metropolitan Zinc Works, 
Westbourne pk, Zinc Worker High Court Pet 
Aug 14 Ord Aug 14 

LiITTLEY, WILLIAM, Birmingham, Beerhouse keeper 
Birmingham ret Augi4 Ord Augl4 

McEWEN, ALEXANDER, Cannon st, Merchant High 
Court PetJuly 20 Ord Aug 12 

MIDDLETON, WALTZR WATKIN, Manchester, Oorn 
Merchant’s Manager Manchester Pet Aug 14 
Ord Aug 14 

NokTHooTt, JoHN EDWARD, Manchester, Insurance 
Agent Manchester PetAugi3 Ord Aug 13 

PuGu, WILLIAM VALENTINE, Nether Stowey, 
Somerset, Civil Engineer bLuiidgwater PetJuly 
19 Ord Aug 13 

Savacs, Epwarp, Swindon, Wilts, C vachbuilder 
Swindon Pet Augi3 Ord Aug 13 

Tuomas, ROBERT, New Brompton, Kent, Shipwright 
in H.M, Dockyard at Chatham Kochester Pet 
Augi2 OrdAug 12 

Tibbs, PERCEVAL WILLIAM, Granville pl, Portman sq, 
no occupation High Uourt Pet Aug 12 Ord 

ALEXANDER, Burnley, 


Aug 12 

TILLOTSON, Coachbuilder 
Bumiey Pet Augis Ord Aug 13 

WALSH, MILEs, bradford, Cigar Merchant Bradford 
Pet Augi Ord Aug 12 

WILLIAMS, ANNA JANE, 
WILLIAMS, Haverfordwest, Drapers 
Dock Pet Augi3 Ord Aug 13 

WINSEILL, JaMus, Eastborovuugh, Dewsbury, Spice 
Merchant .Vewsbury Pet Augi4 Ord Aug l4 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the Lundon Gazette of Aug. 6. 
WITcoMB, ALFRED, Bournemouth, Fismonger Poole 

ret Aug2z Ord Aug 2 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

ADAMS, ALFRED Tuomas, Crick, Northamptonshire 
Wheelwright Aug 26at12 Off Kec, ‘7, Hertford 
st, Coventiy 

ArPLyeton, THOMAS, Ormskirk, Boot Dealer Aug 26 
ats off Rec, v5, Victoriast, Liverpool 

ASULEY, WILLIAM, Cardiff, Grocer Aug 24at12 Off 
Kec, 29, Queen st, Cardaiif 

BakKER, JOUN WEEDS, East Dereham, Norfolk, 


and EQLIzABETH MARY 
Pembroke 





Tobacconist Aug 24 at 11 Off Rec, 8, King st, 
Norwich 

Birp, JosePa Boucock, Great Marlborough st, Com- 
mission Agent Aug29ati2 Bankruptcy bldngs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

BLACKBURN, JOHN, Heckmondwike, Contractor Aug 
23 at4 Otf Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

BURDKLL, Henry, Nottingham, Baker Aug 23 at 11 
Off Rec, 1, High pavement, Nottingham 

CHUBB, WILLIAM PHILIP St. LEONARDS, Linc ln’s 
inn fields, a Solicitor of tue Supreme Court Sept 
6atit_ 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s ian tields 

CIANTAR, Pau GALA, Chorlton on Medlock, Man~ 
chester, Cigar Merchant Aug 27 at 11,30 Off 
Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

CLARK, ALFRED, Watford, Herts, Grocer Aug 23 at 
11 G. Annesley, Solicitor, St Albans 

CLARK, JOSEPH, Derby, Auctioneer Aug 26at3 Off 
Rec, St James’s chbrs, Derby 

CoLE, JOSHUA GEORGE, Great Dunmow, Essex, Auc- 
tioneer Sept 3ati1 Bankruptcy bidngs, Lin- 
colu’s inn 

CoorER, FrReDERICK ABRAHAM, Gravesend, Baker 
Aug 28 at11.30 Off Rec, Hivh st, Rochester 

DovuG.uas, JAMES, Station rd, Little Liford, Manor 
Park, Essex, Baker Aug 28 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bidngs, Lincoln’s inn 

DANIEL, HENRY, jun, Chantry rd, Brixton, Potato 
Salesman Aug 28 at 11 Ban'truptcy bidngs, 
Lincoln's inn 

Evatt. Henny, Leicester, Milliner Aug 23 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, Leicester 

GREEN, WILLIAM, Bildeston, Suffolk, Tailor Aug 23 
ati2 Off Rec, Ipswich 

GREY, HELEN SUSANNAH, Pall Mall, Boarding house 
Keeper Septi0atit Bankruptcy bldngs, Lin- 


culn’s inn 
HAutMsHaw, ROBERT, LEarlsheaton, Dewsbury, 
Butcher Aug 23 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, 


Batley 

Harvey, HERBERT CHARLES, Birmingham, Iron- 
founder Aug 27 at 11 25, Colmore row, Bir- 
mingham 

BILL, ArTHuUR, Hanley, Staffs, Clothier Aug 26 at 
12 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 
chester 

HUTCHINSON, JOHN, Bradford, Fruit Dealer Aug 26 
ati2z Oft Rec, 3:, Msnor row, Braiford 

Isaac, JOHN, lifracombe, Devon, Lessea of Tolls 
Aug 26 at11 W.J. Villar, Strand, Barnstaple 

JACKLIN, THOMAS JOSEPH HAM, Brighton, Builder 
Aug 23 atiz Off Kec, 4, Pavilion bidugs, Brigh- 
ton 

JEFFERIS, Epwin, Bradford, Wool Merchant Aug 
26atil Off Rec, 41, Manor row, Bradford 

Jongs, THoMas, Neyland, Pembs, Mason Sept 6 at 
12 Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

JONES, WILLIAM, Doldre, ‘[regaron, Inakeeper Aug 
27 at 2 Off Rec, Carmarthen 

JULIAN, RicHarpD, Dyne rd, Kilburn, Builier Aug 
28ati1i Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, Lin- 
coln’s ion fields 

Kemp, R. T., Aldermanbury, Agent Aug 27 at 12 
ae bldsgs, Portugai st, Lincoln’s inn 
ields 

KIRKALDY, ROBERT ALEXANDER, Littic Moorfields, 
Licensed Victualler Aug 27 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bldngs, Portugal st, Lincolu’s ion fields 

LANCASTER, MARY, Stanley, nr Liverpool, Liceasad 
Victualler Aug 29at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
Liverpool 

Lewis, KicHarp, Addle st, Manufacturer’s Agent 
Aug 28 at 14 Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, 
Lincolo’s inn fields 

McCrea, GEorGE WILLIAM, Kingston upon Hull, 
Commission Agent Aug 23 at 11 Off Rec, 
Trinity House lane, Hull 

PortTway, CRESSEL JOHN, Egham, Surrey, Grocer 
Aug 23 at11 No. 16 Room, 40 and 31, St Swithin’s 


ane 

READ, Epwin Henry JAMES, Kingston, Landport, 
Grocer Aug 28 at 12.30 Chamber of Commerce, 
145, Cheapside 

SouTHwoop, JAMES HENRY, Widnes, Lancs, Boot 
Dealer Aug 27 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
Liverpool 

STRATTON, WILLIAM, Chiswick, Draper Aug 23 at 12 
Cannon st Hotel 

Tuomas, Davin, Fairfoot rd, Bow, Dairyman Aug 
29at12 383, Uarey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Tuomas, Kopsrt, New Brompton, Kent, Shipwright 
in H.M.’s Dockyard at Chatham Aug 26 at 11,30 
Off Rec, High st, Rochester 

TOLKIEN, CHARLOTTZ, HENRY MONTIETH TOLKIEN, 
and WILLIAM BRINDLEY AUGUSTUs TOLKIEN, 
Oxford st, Pianoforte Manufacturers Aug 20 at 
11 Bankruptcy bidngs, Purtugal st, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 

TuckER, MarGargT, Trentishoe, Devon, Widow 
Aug 26at12 W.J. Villar. Strand, Barnstaple 

WALSH, MiLxks, Frizinghall. Bradford, Cigar Mer- 
chant Aug 30 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 
Bradford 

WARD, EpGAR ALLEN, Norwich, Butcher Aug 24 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Woopwarp, WILLIAM, Markyate Street, Herts, 
Geuveral Smith Aug 23 at 10,30. G,. Annesley, 
Solicitor, 8+ Albans ‘ 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BARKER, JOHN WEEDS, East Dereham, Norfolk, 
Tobacconist Norwich Pet Augi10 Ord Aug i2 

Batry, WILLIAM THoMaAS, Jamaica rd, Bermondsey, 
Dairyman High Court PetJuly 273 Ord Augiz 

BrEvaNn, Mary, Bedwellty, Mon, Widow Tredegar 
Pet July 26 Ord Ang 12 

BisHorr, STEPHEN, Holland mews, Kensington, Cab 
Proprietor High Court Pet Augi2 Ord Augi2 

BuTcHER, ANNIE, Brigaton, Lodging house Keeper 
Brighton PetAugi2 Ord Augila 








} 


CIANTAR, PAUL GaLea, Chorlton on Medlosk, Maa- 
chester, Cigar Merchant Manchester Pet July 
8 Ord Aug 12 

CLARE, JOSEPH, Derby, Auctioneer Darby Pet Aug 
12 Ord Aug 12 

Cooper, ALBERT WILLIAM, Bristol, Insurance Agent 
Bristol Pet Augi3 Urd Aug 13 

Coorgr, FREDERICK ABRAHAM, Gravesend, Baker 
Rochester Pes Augi4 Ord Aug it 

DAVISON, JOSEPH, Sandy, Beds, Butcher Bedford 
Pet J uly 4 Ord sae 

DrsBoRDES, GUSTAVE, Vhorltoa upon Medlock, Man- 
chester, Ostrich Feather Manufacturer Man- 
chester Pet Augi3 Ori Aug 13 

EccLiustons. Heney, Belle Vue, nr Wakefield, 

; Miner Wakefield Pet augi4 Ord Aug 4 

Eowarps, WILLIAM, Bangor, Carnarvon, Licansed 
Victualler Bangor Pet augi4 Ord Aug i4 

GairFita, THOMAS ARTHUR, Lichfield, Wine Mer- 
chant Walsall PetJulyS Ord Aug 12 


ENGLISH, H G, Cheltenham, Riding Master Ohel- 
tenham PetJuly6 Ord Aug 12 
HatmsHaw, _Ropert, LKarlsheaton, Dewsbury, 


Butcher Dewsbury Pet Aug9 Ord Aug 12 

Ham, Caan.es EpmMunp, Woking, Surrey, Oarpenter 
Guildford and Godalming Pet Aug8 Ord Aug 13 

Haraeis, EpwWarpD, and OHaRLES TURNsR, Walsall, 
Bricklayers Walsall Pet Aug8 Ord ane 13 

HILL, ARTHUR, Hanley, Staffs, Clothier anley 
Pet Aug10 Ord Aug 10 

Hows, FREDERICK ILLIAM, Lewisham, Tailor 
Greenwich Pet July 24 Ord Aug7 

Huuass, RoBERT Owen, Higher Traamere, Cheshire, 
Car Proprietor Birkenheai Pet Aug 12 Ord 


Aug 13 

Isaac, JOHN, Ilfracombe, Devon, Lessee of Tolls 
Barnstaple Pet July 29 Ord Aug 12 

Karpet, JOHN WILLIAM, Plough rd, Battersea, 
Baker Wandsworth Pet Aug8 Ord Aug is 

KITLeY, WILLIAM, Bath, Fruiterer Bath Pet Aug 
12 Ord Aug 12 

Lawes, O, Parade, Perry Rise, Forest Hill, Tailor 
High Court Pet July6 Ord Aug 12 

LEwWIs, ARTHUR, Waterloo, Lancs, Uierk Liverpo | 
Pet Aug 1 Ord Aug 13 

Licatwitz, LupwiG, The Metropolitan Zinc Works, 
Westbourne pk, Zmec Worker High Court Pet 
Aug 14 _ Ord Aug 14 

LITTLEY, WILLIAM, Birmingham, Beerhouse keeper 
Birmingham Pet Aug i4 Ord Aug i4 

MIDDLETON, WALTER WATKIN, Manchester, Corn 
Merchant’s Manager Mauchester Pet Aug 14 
Ord Aug 14 

Rozserts, Ropert, Lianrhychwyn, Carnarvonshire, 
Innkeeper Portmadoc and Blaenau Festiniog 
Pet July 3t Ord Avg 12 

Savaes, Epwarp, Swiadon, Wilts, Coachbuilder 
Swindon Pet Augi3 Ord Aug 13 

SHEARD, HENRY, Batley, Yorks, Accountant Dews- 
bury Pet Augs Ord Aug 14 

SovuTHwoop, James HENRY, Widnes, Lancs, Boot 
Dealer Liverpool Pet Augi Ord Aug 13 

Tuomas, Ropert, New Brompton, Kent, Shipwright 
in 11.M. Dockyard at Chatham Rochester Pet 

Burnley, 


Aug i2 Ord Ang 12 

TILLOTSON, ALEXANDER, Coachbuilder 
Burniecy Pet Augi3 Ord Aug 13 

WARD, EDGAR ALL&N, Norwich, Butcher Norwich 
Pet Aug7 Ord Aug 10 

Woops, ALBEst W, 8s George’s rd, Pimlico, The 


Rouge Dragon at the College of Arms High 
Court Pet May10 Ord Aug 12 


The following amended nutice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of Aug. 6. 
WITcoMB, ALF&ED, Bournemouth, Fishmonger Poole 

Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


JUBB, CHARLOTTS, Knedlington House, nr Howden, 
Yorks, Widow Kingston upon Hull Adjud July 
9 Annul Aug 9 

HATFIELD, EDWakD BRAILEY, and GEORGE ALFRED 
HaTFIELD, Liverpool, Shipowners Liverpooi 
Adjud Aug 27, 1834 Annul Aug y 


BANKRUPTCY ANNULLED. 
MANDEVILLE, Viscount, Charlotte st, Bedford sq 
High Vourt Adjud April2 Aunul Aug 8 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, August 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ADAMSON, CHARLES RALPH, Lowestoft, Baker Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Augi6 Ord Aug 15 

ALLEN, KoBeRtT, Bishops Lideard, Somerset, Yeoman 
‘Taunton Pet Augs8 Ord Aug 12 

AUSTIN, WILLIAM JOHN, Leicester, Stonemason 
Leicester Pet Aug 16 Ord Aug 16 

BaBRaH, MaTtTHEW. Weanesbury, Grocer Walsall 
Pet aug 15 Ord Aug 15 

BENTLEY, ROBERT ALB&RT, and ARTHUR ALFRED 
BENTLEY, Leicester, Boot Manufacturers Leices- 
ter Pet Augi6é Ord Aug 16 

BIDDLECOMBE, ALEXANDER, Southampton, Builder 
Southampton Pet Augi17 Ord Aug i7 

Bort, Henry, Nottingham, Builder Nottingham 
Pet Augi7 Urd Aug 17 

BROWN, JOHNSON, Cleethorpes, Lincs, Tailor Gt 
Grimsby Pet ane 16 Ord Aug 15 

BULLOCK, CHARLES WILLIAM, Esremont, Cheshire, 
American Money Chavger Liverpool Pet Aug 
3 Ord Aug 16 

Butrron, Frank WALTER, Kidderminster, Bootdealer 
Kidderminster Pet Augi3 Ord Aug 18 

CAVNER, RICHARD, New Evington, Leics, Fish Sales- 
man Leicester Pet Augis Ord Aug 16 

Oxapson, Epwarp Tifonfas, "funbridge Wells, Baker 
Tunbridge Wells Pet augié Ord Aug 17 

CLARKE, SAMUEL, Wickham, Hants, Farmer Ports- 
mouth Pet Augi4 Ord Augi4 





THE SOL ICITORS' JOURNAL, 





COOKE, FREDERICK ! AUGUSTUS | Krexe, Senaben, Tits 
Dealer Taunton Pet Angi16 Ord Aug 16 

Cooxr, Sasvri Grirrin, Kidderminster, Butcher 
Kidderminster Pet Aug8 Ord Aug8 

Coox3on, THomMaAsS HENRY, Colne, Lanes, Fish 
Burnley Pet Aug 16 Ord Aug 16 

CRrITcHLyy, Wir > 1AM, Chorley, Lancs, Grocer 
Pet Augi5 Ord Aug! 

DARNELL, WILLIAM, Louth, Lincs, Journeymin 
Saddler Gt Grimsby PetJuly 20 Ord Aug l4 

Davis, GEORGE, London rd terr, Enfield, Furniture 
Dealer Edmonton Pet Augzi6 Ord Aug 16 

EpGk, PETE, Rhvl, Flintshire, Cattle Dealer Bangor 
Pet Aug i6 Ord Aug 16 

FRUSHER, FREDsRICK, Avenue rd, North Finchley, 
Builder Barnet Pet Augi4 Ord Aug 14 

GARDINER, THEODORE, fen, 
Gent Croydon Pet July 25 Ord Aug 15 

Gisson, Soutspy WiLson, Spennymvor, Durham, 
Grocer Durham Pet Augi7 Ord Aug! 

GOULD, ANNA MaRIA, and EMMA GOULD, Pur well, 
Christchurch, Southampton, Spinsters Poole 
Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 16 

GouLD, JaMkS, Northwold, Norfolk, 
Norwich Pet Augi7 Ord Aug 17 

HARTLEY, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Shepherds market, 
Mayfair, Licensed Victualler High Court Pet 
Aug 16 Ord Aug 16 

Hewitt, W1111aM, Sheffield, late Farmer 
fleld Pet Aug 17 Ord Aug 317 

Hirt, Emma, Weymouth, Schoo)mistress 
chester Pet Aug 17 Ord Aug 17 

Hots, RoBERT Tuomas, Wolverhampton, Commis- 
sion Agent Wolverhampton Pet Aug 1 
Aug 16 

HotroyD, Joun, Morley, Yorks, Overlooker Dews- 
bury Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 15 

JAMESON, JOSIAH, and Mary 
Houndsditch, Wholesale Cutlers 
Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 15 


Boltor 


Chester- 


Dore 


ANN JAMESON, 
High 


i 


, HENNYS, 


JONES, 


Harold rd, Norwood, | 
| Ketsey, W1IttraM, Barns!ey, Dealer in Drugs 


Bricklayer | 


Ord 


Court | 


JENNINGS, WILLIAM JOHN, Tysoe st, Wilmington ¢q, | 


Clerkenwell, Working Jeweller Court 

Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug i5 

JEWELL, CHARLES COLEMAN, Old Burlington s 
Physician High Court Pet Aug 15 

Kemp, Joun Trromas, St Ann’s rd, Burdett rd, Mile 
end, formerly Licensed Victualler High Court 
Pet Aug i4 Ord Aug 15 

LARGE, CHARLES Davin, 
Provision Merchant 
Ord Aug 15 

LAWEON, GEORGE S 
man Brighton 


High 


t, 


ter. 
ug 15 


West Kensington 
High Court Pet 


STODART, Goring, Sussex, Nursery- 
Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 16 


Ord Aug 15 } 


Macevoy. FRANcIs, Burnley, Clothes Dealer Burn- | 


ley Pet July 27 Ord Aug 15 

MARSDEN, EDWAUD ARTHUR, Girlington, Bradf 
Photographer Bradford Pet Aug “4 ( 
Aug 14 

MAUCHLEN, ROBERT, South Shields, Chemist New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Aug 16 d Aug 16 

NOTLEY, ALBERT, Cardiff, Commission Agent Car- 
diff Pet Augi4 Ord Aug 14 

OatLesBy, Tromas, Liccoln, Engi 
Pet Aug 6 Ord Aug 16 

O'MALLEY, James, Liverpool, late Master Butcher 
Liverpool Pet Aug 16 Ord Aug 16 

PEDLEY, Epwarp TowN.Ley, Shelton, Ste 
censed Victualler Hanley, Burelem, a: 
stall Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 15 

REYNOLDS, WitriAmM Tuomas, Harp 
Tower st, Builder High Court 
Ord Aug 17 

RIcuHEs, Jos1aAun, Stalham, Norfolk, Coal Dealer 
wich Pet Augiéd Ord Aug 15 

RICHTER, FREDERICK, Richmond rd, Hackney, Mer- 
cantile Clerk High Court Pet Aug 15 Ord 
Aug 16 

ROIALL, MATTHEW, New Clee, Lincs, Fisherman Gt 
Grimeby Pet Aug 14 Ord Aug 14 


r i; 
yr 


ine Driver Lincoln 


ffs, Li- 
i Tun- 
lane, Great 
Pet Aug 17 


Nor- 


SreEncr, SaRan ANN, Ripon, Yorks, Milliner North- | 


allerton Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 16 
SUMMERS, JaMrs, Bradford, Joiner Bradford Pet 
Avgi6é Ord Aug 16 
TURNBULL, EMILY, Manchest: 
Pet Augi3 Ord Augi5 
WALKER, FRANCIS WiILLIAM HOWARD. 
Margate, Brewer's Agent 
17 Ord Aug 17 
WHITNEY, JOHN, Keighley, Yorks, General Dealer 
Bradford Pet Augi7 Ord Augi7 
WILLIAMS, ARTHUR WELLESLEY, Ls “y rise, 
Brentford Pet July 4 Ord Aug 13 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

AVERY, HENRY, Exten p), Butler Sept 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

BEVAN, Mary, Bedwellty, Mon, Widow 
11 Off Ree, Merthyr Tydfil 

BRASSEY, THOMAS, Moreton, Cheshire. formerly 
Farmer Sept 4 at 2 Off Rec, 25, Victoria st, 
Liverpool 

BULLOCK, CHARLES WILLIAM, Egremont, 
American Money Changer Sept 6 
Victoria st, Liverpool 

BuUIcuER, ANNI£. Brighton, Lodging Hous 
Aug 27 at 12 Off Kec, 4, Pavilion bl 

CLARKE, SAMUEL, Wickham, Hants, 
at3.20 16, Queen st, Portsea 

Coopgr, ALBERT WILLI4M, Bristol, Insurance 
Sept 4atiz Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Bristol 


of Kast 
Pet Aug 


late 
Canterbury 


Ealing 


3 at 12 33, 


Aug 28 at 


at 3 36 
© Keeper 
igs, Briehton 
Farmer Scpt 2 


Ag 


r, Draper Manchester | 


Cheshire, | 


rent | 


CRITCHLEY, WILLIAM, Chorley, Lancs, Grocer Aug 


29ati1 16, Wood st. Bolton 

DESBORDES, GUSTAVF, Chorlton on Medlock, Man- 
chester, Ostrich }) att her Manufacturer 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Ugdcn's chmbrs, Biidge st, 
Manchester 

Dovey, F. A., Woolwich, Architect at the Arsenal 
Aug 27 at 3 119, Victoria st, Westminster 

Evans, THOMAS, Pentre, Glam, Draper Aug 27 at 12 
Court house, Pou typri dd 


Aug 29 | 


j 


| 


Louis, A telaide st. Seeead, T: ow Fept 3 at 

1 83. Carey sat, Lincoln’s inn fields 

HAMER, ROBFRT Ju Lius, New Brighton. — 
Licensed Victualler Sept 6 at 2 Off Rec, 
Victoria st. Liverpool 

RIcHARD. Maesteg. Glam. Fishmonger 
Septi3at10 Off Rec, 29. Queen st, Cardiff 

Hotroyp, Joun. Morley, Yorks, Overlcoker Aug 
27 at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Hv a s, RonERT OWEN, Higaer Tranmere, Cheshire, 

ar Proprietor Sept 4 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Vic- 

tc ria st, Liverpool 

A., and Davip Jones, late of Rhymney, 
Grocers Aug 28at2 Off Rec, Merthyr Tycfil 

JonEs, ARTHUR GARDINER YALLOWLEY, Liverpool, 
Printer Aug 380 at 2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
Liverpool 


GOLD, 
1 


Aug 
28 at10 Off Rec, 1, Hanson st, Barnsley 

KiITrKy. Wir1t1aAM, Bath, Fruiterer Sept 4 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

MARSDEN, EDWARD ARTHUR, Girlington, Bradford, 
Photographer Aug 28 at il Off Ree, 31, Manor 
row, Bradford 

MAUCELEN, ROBERT, South Shields, Chemist Aug 
69 at 230 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle upon 


, ARTHU R, Liverpool, Printer Aug 30 at 12 
eC, | 35, Victoria st, Liv erpool 
CHARLES Hove, Sussex, Builder Aug 27 
4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 
E, Sy due ay rd, Horns+y, Grocer Sept 4 at 11 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
PEDLERY, EDWARD TOWNDEY, 
Victualler Aug 27 at 3.47 Off Rec, Newcastle 
under Lyme 
PpEscoTT, ALFRED THOMAS HENRY, Cardiff, ,Book- 
eeller Aug 28 at 11 Off Rec, 23, Queen st, Car- 


diff 
RANDELL, HENRY, Aldershot, Ironmonger Aug 
atti No 16 Room. 60 & 31. St Swithin’s lane 
RE YNALLT, Isaac Tredegar, Mon, Grocer Aug 98 at 
12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
Suarp, Tuomas, Fenny Stratford, Bucks, Innkeeper 
Aug 28 at12 County Court buildings, Northamp- 
ton 
STAMMERS, ROBERT, South end on Sea, Saddler Aug 
‘8 at11.30 Shirehall, Chelmsford 
SuMMERS, JAMES, Bradford, Joiner Aug 30 at12 Off 
Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
TILLOTSON, ALEXAYDER, Burnley.- Coachbuilder 
one 27at3 Exchange Hotel, Nic “ee st, Burn- 
ey 
WELIS, Surrey, 
Ironmonger Aug 27 at 1t Caunon st Hotel 
WHITELEY, CHARLES, Northampton, Leather Dresser 
Aug 28 at2 County Court bidngs, Northampton 
WILLIAMS, EDWARD, Nantyglo, Aberystruth, Mon, 
Gardener Aug 28at3 (ff Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
WINSKILL, JAMES, Eastborough, Dewsbury. Spice 
we Aug 27 at 3 Off Rec, Bauk chmbrs, 
avey 
WocpkRvuFF, ROBERT, Raunds, Northamptonshire, 
Baker Aug 28 at 1 County Court bidngs, 
Ni orthampton 
TRI , C. E., Thregmorton avenue 
kruptey "buildings, Portuga! st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
J on, CHARLES RALPH, Lowest fs, Baker Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Augi4 Ord Aug 15 
ASHBURNER, MARTIN, Gosforth, Cumberland, Yeo- 
man Whitehaven Pct July 24 Ord Aug 16 
Banks, WILLIAM HENRY, Regina rd, Tollington pk, 
Zine Worker High Court Pet Aug 7 rd 


Aug 16 
BARRAH, MATTHEW, Wednesbury, Grocer Walsall 
Pet Augl15 Ord Aug 15 
BIDDLECOMBE, ALEXANDER, Southampton, Builder 
Southampton Pet Augi17 Ord Aug 17 
BLACKBURN, JOHN, Heckmondwike, 
D wsbury Pet Aug 13 Ord Aug 15 
z fHoMAS, Moreton, Cheshire, Formerly 
Farmer Bir kenhe: ad «Pet Augi3 Ord Augi7 
Button, FRANK WALTER, Kidderminster, 
Dealer Kidderminster Pet Aug 13 Ord Aug 13 
CHUBB, WILLIAM PHILIP ST LEONARDS, late Lincoln’s 
inn fields, a Solicitor of the Supreme Court High 
Court Pet July2: Ord Aug 15 
CLABK, ALFRED, Watford, Herts, Grocer &t Albans 
Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 16 


Shelton, Staffs. Licensed 


GEORGE WILLIAM, Woking Station, 


Aug 30 at il 
» Linco!n’s ina 


Bras 


CLARKE, SAMUEL, Wickham, Hants, Farmer Ports- | 


mouth Pet Aug 14 Ord Aug 14 
COHEN, DAVID. and LAZARUS FELDMAN, Commercial! 
rd, Boot Manufacturers High Court Pet Aug 
> 
Ss KIBKE, Feanton, 


e. Ord Aug i6 
FREDERICK AUGUSTUS Fish 
"lose Taunton Pet Aug 16 Ord Aug 
OOKE, SAMUKL GRIFFIN, Kidderminster, Butcher 
Kidderminster Pet Aug 8 Ord Aug14 
Cookson, THoMAS HENRY, Colne, Lancs, Sis h Dealer 
Burnley Pet Augié Ord Aug 16 
CRITCHLEY, WILLIAM, Chorley, Larca, 
Sulton Pet Augi5 Ord Aug 16 
EpGk, PETER, Rhyl, Flint, Cattle Dealer 
Pet Aug15 Ord Aug 16 
EVANS, WILLIAM, Wicklewood, Norfolk, Farmer 
Norwich Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 17 
FOREHXAD, WILLIAM, Sandown, I.W., Carpenter 
Newportand Ryde Pet Augi Ord Aug?2 
GEE, WILLIAM, jun, late of Carlton, Notts, late Soli- 
citors Olerk Nottingham Pet July 16 Ord 
Aug 17 
GOODWIN, GEORGE, Uttoxeter, 
Burton on Trent Pet July 26 Ord Aug 
GOULD, JAMES, Northwoild, Norfolk, 1 
Norwich Pet Augi6é Ord Aug 17 
Haxea, ROBERT JULIUs, New brighton, Licensed 
Victualler Liverpool PetJuly 29 Ord Aug 17 
HARTLEY, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Shepherd’s Market, 


Grocer 


Staffs, Feel 





Contractor | 


Loot ; 





Bangor | 
2 lo Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole «£ 


a 24, 1889. 





Mayfair, Lic ensel Victualler Hizh Court Pet 
Augié Ord Aug 17 

HENHAM, IDEN. Hastings, Saidler Hastings Pet 
Aug 12 Ord Aug i7 

Homes. Jonn, sen, Freiston, Lincs, Farmer Boston 
PetJulv 25 Ord Aug 15 

JEWELL, CHARLES COLEMAN. Old Burlington st, 
Physician High Court Pet Aug'5 Ord Aug 15 

Jowrs, A, and Davip Jonzs, Late Rhymney, Mon, 
Grocers Tredegar Pet July 31 Ord Aug 15 

KAPLAN, JOS¥PH, Commercial rd, Boot Mat ufacturer 
High Court Pet Augi12 Ord Augi5 

LarGu, CHARLES Davin. West Kensington terr, Pro. 
vision Merchant High Court Pet Augi5 Ord 
Aug 17 

MARSDEN, EDWARD ARTHUR. Girlington, Bradford, 
Photographer Bradford Pet Aug 12 Ord Aug 14 

MAUCHLEN, RoBERT, South Shields, Chemist New. 
castle upon Tyne PetAugi6 Ord Aug 16 

NoTLEy, ALBERT, Cardift, Commission Agent Oar. 
diff PetAugi4 Ord Aug 14 

OctiesBy, THomas, Lincoln, Engine Driver Lincoln 
Pet Aug 16 Ord Aug 16 

PEDLEY, EpWaRD TOWNLEY, Shelton, Staffs, Licensed 
Victualier Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall Pet 
Augi Ord Aug 15 

Ricuarps, Henry, Thornford, Dorset, Farmer 
Yeovil Pet Aug 7 Ord Aug 15 

Ricaes, Jostau, Stalham, Norfolk, Coaldealer Nor- 
wich Pet Augi4 Ord Aug 15 

RIcHTER, FREDERICK. Richmond rd, Hackney, 
Mercantile Clerk High Court Pet Augi5 Ord 
Aug 16 

ROBINSON, FREDERICK, Church st, Fu'ham rd, Pro- 
vision Dealer High Court Pet Ju'y 1 Ord 


Aug 15 

RoraLL, MATTHEW. New Clee, Lincs, Fisherman Gt 
Grimsby Pet Augi4 Ord Aug 14 

Ross. JAMES, Fore st, Linen Factor High Court 
Pet June7 Ord Aug 15 

SUMMERS, JAMES, Bradford, Joiner Bradford Pet 
Augi3 Ord Aug 16 

TUCKER, MARGARET. Trentishoe, Devon, Widow 
Barnste ple Pet July i9 Ord Aug 15 

WaAvkER, Francis WILLIAM Howarp, late of East 
Margate, Brewer’s Agent Canterbury Pet Aug 
16 Ord Aug 17 

WuITNEY, JOHN, Keighley, Yorks, 
Bradford Pet Augié Ord Aug 


cam Dealer 





All letters 
“ Solicitors’ 


publication in the 
be authenticated 


intended jor 
Journal” 
by the name of the writer. 


must 





CONTENTS. 


CURRENT TOPICS --ccce-s oo sccccrccs 681 
THE RIGHT TO Tan Possession "AND Propucrion 
oF Drzps ° eceaee 
How TO PREPARE rs ‘DEBTOR'S ‘STATEMENT OF 
AFFAIRS IN BANKRUPTCY cocesesssseras eee coves 684 
LEGAL NEWS 
b htt 4 NOTICES 
JRE y 
RANKRUPTCY NOTICES 
PUBLIC GENERAL or ATUTES. 


corccscocecescoeresces GOL 





The Subscription to the SoLictrors’ JOURNAL ts 
—Town, 26s. ; the 
WEEKLY REPoRTER, 52s. Payment in advane, 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 

Gd., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with the 
is requested that application be made direct 


to the Publisher. 
iw you want Money without Fees—amounts 

£10 10 £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
O. CLIBURN, personally if possible, 43, Great Tower- 


28s.; with 


Country, 


9e 


office—cloth, 2s. 


regularity in fountry, tt 





| street. 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


the Judicial Bench, —— of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR emits COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigsand Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





